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5, The acadenlc fate of'stndents froms differeat ethnic .. "~ -
pder open admissions at City University of New York is =~ . . = .-
ex. ¥ Three ceantral qnestions are addressed: (1) !ho-cale and how

-vasg the“ethnip composition of the university affected-by open . :
" 'admissions? (2) To what degree did differemt parts of the\ﬂnirersity |
. ‘become’ ethnzcally tegrated? (3) Hov did the members: of diffe:ent
" -ethnic. groups do? e analyses cover the first. five. yea:s .of - open.
'”adiissions ‘and utilize four types of data. Open: ‘admi'ssions diqd

- ‘provide important access to the university for: ninority stndents, bnt
‘more whites than’ minority students. benefited from. the policy for the
2ars 1970-1&; The distrzbutio&zof minority. groups at - the, unirersity,
became more equal as a result-of open adlzssmonsy but 'some .. S
,stratificatlon did remain. The ‘impact of strati:ication at: preceding _— /
; f_;;;ggmgzggggﬁuin high_schools and elementar schools, Lo :
continued to be felt. Minority students were more likely to be fonnﬁ A
in the technical-vocational curricula, but s ent preferences appear I
;o _the contributing facdtor. Students in ' ‘open admissions
‘progr did well by comparison with natfbnal noIms. Even when high
tschool perforlance was controlled, relatlvely consistent and

sonetines ‘large differences were visible in ethnic rates of success.

.In. the. senior colleges, Jewish students were gen the most : T
sn¢cess£u1 ‘and: Hispanic students were the least - -In. fhe CoERL L
connnnity colleges, the white groups were generally more successful =

than the hlacks and Bispanlcs. Ten stat;stical tables aré'inclnde&.-.
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, ression !rou civil- di.sobedience +o atrident denonatrations and riots, from R
B \ ¥ P
3 Watt: at one end of the country to Ocean Hill-Brownsville at the other. " One of k.

" decade's nany sparks exploded in the spring of 1969 in a ser,ies of angry and "
] . -
[L X BN
"qﬁ.&uﬂ \oonzrontations on th: campus of 'l'he C:Lty College of; New ‘!ork, the. oldo-t

‘ ,

e

g and nost tamous of the ﬁ.fteen two- and four—yea.r colleges ghen cw‘?ging the ' .
(« . . "
o c:i.ty University of New York (CUNY)-. 'rhe controntati.ons focused on ‘a-list of - _\,ﬁ‘»; g

demands issued by groups want:.ng increased access to City Coll g “?:Eor educhtiona:lly

disadvantaged stndents, notably blacks and Hispanics. " The demands had a foroeful )

-

1ogic, not pnly :Ln the egePR:ar:.an concernﬁ of the 60's, but aleo :Ln the history \ '

R Y
. : .

of.CityUniversity. .‘,*» s L . ™ D

~

- The Un:.verszty, and part:.cularly C:Lty COIIege, had played a unique role in

the soc:.al mob:.l:.ty of the chlldren and grandchildren of European immigrants, -

espec:.ally for\ Jews com.ng :Erom eastern Europe at the end of the l9th century and
;he beg:.nn:l.ng df the 'ZOth Largely as a. result of these students, by t.he 1920's and

30's the City CO11ege student body was thought to be- one of the most academically

- 3

-

able of any in the na‘E:.on, and the college acqu:.red thé‘ reputata.on of bezng the’ « .

proletar:.an Harvard. The list of accompllshments of J.tsr graduates--:Ln academ.a,é A

ko S i Pttt oetatm Fo ' PR e &‘»“ . “,_. ~ e —msoas
: bus:mess and publ:.c l:l.fe--read l:Lke a select:.on of Who"s Who in Amer:l.ca, oontnbutin ; ‘:
T . L £ .. T

L ] - 4

’ S
: to fa:.th :.n the Un:.vers:.ty 3n open. door to the. nu.ddle clas's . T e },
N oo 3 ‘ L' R RN S

uonetheless, what the Um.versity_ had done for earl:l.er groups conu.ng from f '?5. )

\

e

»

Europe J.t had fa:.led to do by the late 1960 s for the newly arriv:.ng groups ‘from the

- ' A

. E :
a mner.tca.ﬁ south and the Car:.bbean " In the post-World War ﬁ penod the” m;on cl:l.ents ?
I .

. of the Un:.vers:.ty cont:.nued to be the descendants cf European im:.grants, even  °
‘ c : N
though the ethn:.d‘wdemography of New York was changing rapidiy as a result o

. \' . . ‘ ‘_..

newer mgratlons. : SOuthern blacks and. Puerto R:Lcans came to New York 2-.n large
<

-
q : -

&mbers, filling the labor vacuum created by str:.ctlve :um:.grat:.on leg:.slat:.on

e -

. \)




year colledges until the mid-1960 s because of increasingly strincex;t" entrance ' -

/.

[

requirements. While City College was--ironic’ally--an open access institution t the

‘end of the nineteenth century -alléwing any high school graduate ’to att
¢’ . . .
by tht 1960'3 a high schoo} average,in the mid- to upper eighi:les W ;g.qui:gd for .

"

adnission to the four-year colleges, and few bl'acks and Hi_ were\ a&nitted. -

s: ~ Q -~
Although a spec:.al program for )n,mor:.ty students wds initiat :I.n 1966 with city and

- - N

) s'tate fund:.ng, blacks and H:.spanq.cs cont:.nued to be. starkly underrepresented.

~The sJ.tuat:Lon was especxally d:;'amatz.c in the case of City COIlege. Sitting high'-

l’l"
v

- op a h:.ll in the middle oﬁ I-larlem, its, gothlc arch:.tecture gave it the air of a

P Y

meaieval fortress. :.nsulated from. the hopes and dreams of the people below. Sd :[t# N

"d_-‘ R . - IS

Qseemed foreordazned when,:.n the spr:.ng of . 1969 a group of 'I'hird World students along
/ 2 - " A:
thh some activ:.st white .students occup:.ed'campus build:.ngs and J.ssued a set of [‘

T <

[

] demands, lncludj.ng--most mportantly for our. purposes--a demand for drast:.call’y
R A i
- . » 14 :".ﬁ

.. increaded minority enmrollment: After lengthy and complex negotiat:.ons between the .

A

¥
~ d:.ss:.dents ami var:.ousﬂ‘segments of the‘Clty‘ College faculty and adm.mstratlon, and

\after hear:.ngs held by cﬁmr s cezttal é‘bvern:.ng body the Board of H:Lgher Educat:.on,

PREL S

2'decision was hade: ""Beginn:ufg Ain %’me, fa:ll of 1970 a{l gaduates of New York C:Lty

o s ; T '~ -
t?., T e v, . - P % T ] - o
o lugh schools w/ould be guaraﬁteed seats At the campuses of the Un:.vers:.ty. ‘A new era
3 . N4 - '

of open adnu.ss:.on had begun T '4-.",-' § e T
‘ , , . . ’ o . ) ‘.‘ h? - * - -
" paradox:.cally, open adm:.ss:.ong begaﬁ .at CUNY as doubts grew about the . - e -
il N '

potent:.al of educat:.onal sys ens to: remedy inequal).ty. W1th the issuance of the <

4
Coleman Report :.n 1966 a decade o£ debate began a.bout- the role of educat;on in

"" recreat:.ng or, alternat:.velf‘ mtzgat:mg :.nequallty :Ln each new qenerata.on. 'rhe

~

. .unméd:l,ate doubts created by 'tl'ﬁ Coléu(n Report and other works-most potably, '

'-'.": .. -

- Jen:cks _M——oonce;’xjeﬂ thd qfects, :.f any, ‘of schoolmg. The. Ooleman
Repoi‘t concluded that the characteristlcs of the schools studen\f:s attended and

presumably :he quallty of/ e ed;LcatJ.on they receive'd 'in them seened remarkably \

Eective :.n acoozmt:.ng for the varying degrees of their academ.c success. . in ." e

C . - . L~ . - . -
;o e - } P ,Q,.'_' . e’A . )




.\pirﬁenhr. race dif!ecenc‘l :Ln eogniuve outcomes eould no: be explained to r" e

deq:ee by the neuul‘ of -ehog characteristics used by the study. B

‘ . mlyses of ‘Jencks and hi- co=workers not only supported these conclusiona
‘ot-the Colmn Report but 'elso indicated that. neither school cher)curistios norx:

4
" amount of eduoaeion were strongly related to. lubuquenﬁ inequalitiu of” occupe-

. A

Rosponding in pert to the concerns of c°lema.n and Jeneka a number of crltica_l .
'socia.l theorists have recently, been emining the tunctions of the educat.ionel .
._syttem. Their exam:x.net.ion--whose most visxble exposition has been gg in

. gitel:l.st Anerica by Bowles and Gintis--emphasizes reproduction end reinforce-

S "Q@; existing system of. sociel stretiﬂcation as prime functions of
- educlPon. :l:n the:.r view, education is clﬂly ha.gnessed to the American - |

rafchical ‘aivision of labor. ;7

ca.piul:.st systen and serves t.he needs of

'»;.‘

ms cr:.t:.cal :Lnterpretat.zon expl:.c:.tly considers open access to higher

educat:.on, reconciling that w;t.h conunu:mg lim.tat:.ons on SOCial nobility, . -

>

’ especially for tbose from the lowest cless and -ethnic beckgroundn “In this B

-

'view, increases in access to h:.gher educatzon a.re offset by increases in i‘QS

-

interna.l stratif:.catwn. m.gher educatzonel systm a.re Aivided ‘into tracks

ar

wwm the. curn.cula the prosz*‘the occupat:.onel str&ta for L.

v.rh:.ch. they dest:.ne students. Students are allocai:.ed to tracks by apparently

’ '-ne:itocrata.c cr:.terz.a., such ‘as_scores on standard:.zeﬁ tests, w:.th ‘t:he result
.that 1ower-class black and HJ.spanzc stt.:dents a.re confa.ned la.rgely to oommmity
'oolleges prmdlng expl:.c:.tly vocat:.onal curr:.cula, dooming i:hem to cler:.cal and

echn.tca.l jobs nea.r the bottoun of the wh:.te—colla.r world. ‘By contrast, middle-

-

_ class wﬁte students te.nd to be placed into four-year colleges with 1iberal arts cur-

r:.cula runways for take-off into profess:.onal ;careers ' ‘I'h:.s’ :Lnterpretatlon con—

. >

cludes t.hat, in the e»nd, ’open adm.ss:.ons Jnay not allev:.ate :.nequa.l:.ty but strengt.hen

\:.-t by Jprmd.:.ng the illns:.on of equa.l opportnm.ty to those destined for the 1owest

-
v ‘
a
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for a full assessment of its results -Iﬁ'thi:ﬁpap

dep%é/tatc»ef stﬁé&hts'fro& di:terenﬁ‘ethnic»group
4 e

city University. Our examination will aadregs cihrx

’135 Wwho came, and how was the ethnic.coqposition
opean aQnissioﬁs?.;éoﬂh in terms of the University"*

- } -
og that intent,.the,progran aiped to provide incre

=

srnd.nts, specifically blacks and Hispanics: None

_ generally recognized., whites were also beneficiari

"progran.at&ractea-sdﬁstantial numbers of working a
. . - J .
. . t :
Catholic sthdents,-the former predominantly of eas
. e - - ]

L - ” .
-the latter frequently of I¥xish or Italian descent-

pen adm;ssions £or‘the<ethn;c representat;veness

bodAay require carotul examihatlon- )

- N
- -

The second major questlon is: To what degrees

-
- -

University become'ethnically integrated? An answe
= ook 3 ) , ]
-_long'way‘toward an;qering the suspicions that oper

‘1ncreas;ng lnternal*stratzfzcatzon of the. Unlvers:

PR = < - ~
v, e —an T e = - t2e wmac— P N e s s Sy

.dlfferent ethn;c groups 1nuq.dlstlnct 1eve1s of tt

a . -
seex to-determlne the'degmee ‘of segregat;on. or st

exist, the‘p ses £fxromn whrsh they siise-

L4

-

The thirda questlon ls s;mply- ch dld the'ée

do?' We'wlll examine measures of academlc falldre

-
- - - -

< graduat;on rates,'zn an efforxrt to determ;ne-whetﬁe
w
reduct;on of’ethnlc lnequalzty in the attalnment C

-
-

-

. requlred for mlddle—class occupatibnal careers. 7

- -

detexmxne uho benef;tted as a result of open adml

- - - . -
- - - -
- - -
- - - - ..




aprer, we ”\-rill -axamine the aca— ,  -

WPSs undex adniss’:i.ong at -

nNnree .cantrral qu.st.j.or%s - "M e f:!.r-t )

} 21 of- the Universicy -.ff-ct.d.l?;r
v's intent and puyblic perxception”.

remsed opbor‘t:un:i.ty rfox minoricy -
netheless, to a degree not <

ries . The Soren aamissions

r and middle—clsSss chish anda -

g

rEa s tern Et:ropoa.n oxrigins and

LT . - '.rt:n;s_-‘ the consecusnces of
= of Tthe sziversity's stadSent

-

e aifia da.fferent Ea.rts of the

— —— -

e r Tto t]:l..:l.s questa_on will a.lso go =

.-sity-. vis:i;blé in the s‘egrega.t:i.on or

. .- I S N T P R T S S PETE > RS NPT S IR

the Umvers:n.t:y-;ﬂe w:l.:LJ_ not only

st:i-at.:.f:LCa‘t_lon, l?tzt alsco, if they
.- - - : ) _ - = -
z:’l—:eil:nbers = F 3 ’différent e&hinic-_ groups
- of Tthe- edqcational cre;ient.ials ) —
:-issions- o ' K ) i . 7 - .
. . - -
- - ) . -
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' STRUCTURE OF THE CUNY OPEN ACCESS MODEL

’ ° L
L3 .
' L]

. .« " T . ' . o~ .
F M p:oloquo to tha con:idoution of these quut.toru, it is i.-po:ta.nt £0 provi.d-
a clour picture o! the open acccu model implemented hy CUNY and to J.oeatn it iIn th‘

broad.t context of tbe evolution toward universal higher education.? Open leoou

,*hiqho:oducationil hn:dlynwinthomitodsutu Indud, 1tt root-qohackto'
the o-um:uhm of the land grant colleges. These conoqu, found particularly ¢
in the nidwut. offered admiuioh to all high school graduates. More recently, the

' california public higher education system r.ceivcd wide notice aftnr World War II,
'when its "ditfcrontial acccn" version of open adn.i.ssiom dmlopod :apidly. | !
In light of these proc.denti, it seems curious that the CONY policy :-c.s.vod(
T : such widdsproad national attention. However, a closer look at th- cm model

- reveals featu.res not duplzcated in the -oth.r syst- One of th.se m .the actual

g
o T

'adn:lssion criteria. Admission to the Unimlity wvas guanntood by the new poncy.
Entrance to one of the eight four-yea.r senior colloges vas g.nt:ally auu:.d if the
_student had attainod ‘at least an 80 average in high school (in academic..collzgo

- prcpqratory courses) or had graduated :.n the top half of the ‘highl school class.

) Other h.igh school students could enroll in one of the seven comnity cquegps 3 ’

un‘“tgs“raa “ﬁis***structur!’ mwress WMWWJE-#

o ;Caliform.a model, which consists of three tiers: (1) the univetaity level wh.ich

ol
acoepts the top.12.5% of high school' graduates. (2) the state- coneges which
' acceptthe topth:l.rd (3) thetvoyear junzorcollegeswhichacoeptallothers‘

. The CuNY 's'ysteln forinlly d:.sunguished.on.‘_ly two- and four-year’ college_s. thus] L

'constituting a two-tier syst-. In contrast to th-‘e'cailifornia systam,-the-
of eltherh:.ghschool averageor ranktoadm:.tastudenttothet:p%:mtie:m

- " des;gned to generate less sorting of students between senior’ and comnﬁ.ty colleges.
- . . . { . - :

e T i R




A

students with low averages in ﬁ&ﬁ%ouinently minority high schools could still qualify

[

" on the rank criterion. -

v
1

The goal of incfeased opportunity was apparent in a second major !eeture of
the policy: mobility between tuo-.end fcnr-yeer colleges. A place in one of the

senlor colleges was guarenf"’ for eny graduate ot ; ccwnnnity colleqe. At lehnt on

' paper, then, the connunity colleges were not designed as "dead-end” institutions

whose prlnnry function was to provide terminal vocationnl education.

There was a third unlque aspect to the CUNY' plan. Other open enrollment

© .systems were chereaterized"by early and high darocpout retbs.? * In contrast, CUNY aimed

to stop'or at least slow the revolving door. The primary neans‘zor achieving this

-

aim was the introduction of programs of remediation, supportive counseling, and

- . related services on a scale unparalleled in American higher educetion.6 In addition,

the Unzverszty dec;ded that no student should be disnise‘d for academic reesons

during the grace pe:iod" of the freshman year. Since other open access prograns -
define their obligation as the creation of access, the responsibility for. acedenic
success belongs to the student.‘ At CUNY the feilure of the stndent was to a signifi- |

cant degree conszdered also as a failure of the.;nstxtution. Thus, the CUNY program -

b OTTRTESS
PN . - -

colleqe, and the like. This form was anonymous and the lnfornatzon collected could

T WINERTIC IV

was unlque in its attenpt to provide equality of educational‘opportunity enccnpassfhg

. not only access but also outcome;

' _ . NATURE OF THE DATA - - .
. Our analyses cover .the first Five yeerglof open ednissions and ntilize four -

types of data. The»f;rst is an annual ethn;c cersus conducted by the Unlversity

whlch provided data concern;nq ethnzcity, college of enrollment, sex,-class in




ST TS NPIE NUE U B
. RN P
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‘census allows us to distinguish whites from minority ltud.né.; (uuck-. and Hispanics),

! but it doos not provide for ethnic distinctions among vhit:vu (e.g., Irinh Catholics,

Iul!.an Catholics, Jews) . Nonetheless, thon dau pzbvid- the basis for u\vory .

hpo:tant ut of trend mlyn- ‘dealing vith the ulpuct ot cpon adniuions on the

L2

cn:ounnt of black and lu.-p;n.tc studonu in t.ho diftc:cnt levels ot cum'
Such analyses meet with one siqnificnnt problem. Open Mum wvas not the

.only vehicle for increasing access to CUNY for ninority stbdents. Both the senior .
colloqo progran, "szxx" (Search for Educat.ion, r:lcvation .and Knowledge), and the

comnity college program, callqd cOllcgc Discovery, added n:l.nority students as

: nll. In fact, thcl‘ programs consiltod almost entirely of- black and uilpanic

[y

:tudonts during the’ years we are comidcring. In asluling the inpact of open

: adnitsions on minority enrcllments, then, special proqrm students must be -cpu:atnd -

/
£rom othor pinority students. This has been done by \uing a second CUNY data aourco:

the annual £fall en.rollment reports which provide headcount data for uch CUNY collogo

and t'epa.rate enumerations for the special program students. By using both the othnic

* cengus and the enrollment reports, we have been able to mke f.hose estimates nccessi:y '

for the tr;end anaiyses of the effectg of open admissions on t.he mnority couposition

A e e bt T TR SRS ERTSETI SRERIIeI= - e

of the Um.versity. . -

Our last two data sources allovw us to -go | far beyond aggregate census . tabula-
‘tions of m:mority enrollment. The f:.rst of these oonsists of survey quest:.onnaires
administered to the f:.rst three freshman classe&*’entering a.fte: bpen admissions . ,‘
began (i.e., the 1970, 1971 and 1972 freshmen). 7. These guestionnaires requested
a wide variety of inf-ormatién relating to student ethnic and sécio;econonic backg.round,
attitudes and aspirations. The second comés from off}cial University student data

files. which contain important information about high schqol experience and college

academicoutcomes such as-grade point averages, dropout, g:aduationand mobility,

.

o :ough the spring of 1975. , . -G



W # =

__ these two data un:éu have been integrated and allow us to !ocuourn:;nyuu

" on the important ethnic grouwps at CUNY.a_f Our concern has been to shed light on white
ethrticity as well as non-wt;.tcc.' And, although the recent attention to white ethnicity
has qhn:l.zid’ m‘uom:uty differences, our uu'lytu of the CUNY data ;uqqﬁn:&hnt
-nnq_icn cqptu:t"- the more Lmt ethnic di!!cfopcu amang those of European
uicoux'y'; na ty differences within the major religiocus groups seem minor by
mt.?.’ . Co tly, for the 1970 and 1971 freshmen, ve have derived the
following ethnic categories: blacks, Hispanics,lC Jews and non-Hispanic Catholics
(M ﬂi.wucicy, the non-lispanic Catholics will be referred to as "Catholics® -
‘Wz,) For the 1972 freshmen, we cannot distinguish the Catholic and Jewish

_Wn and our mzy;&- will De presented for whites, blacks and Hispanics. It

‘ should be noted that the groups we have omitted, such as white Protestants and

'lsiuu‘. are numerically small. For example, our ethnic categories include over 85%

oo | ' . BBIEFITS OF ACCESS: COLLEGE PLACEMENT

of the freshmen in 1970.

A

‘\ | Those who have highlighted the ralationship between education and the m.:—*

azchical division of labor in a cap:.t:alist socio'ty havc seen :ho tvo— and four-y.a.r

r
FEENC R SO GIRE . NPT S e

colleges u’eistituting very different ta-:acks with di:fmnt mricm hplyi.nq !

. 'videly diverqent occupational and economic outcomes. In our euliex discussion we

hmpmayﬁ@ﬂ!umham-ucm(mm”ttommiﬁomm
t-.:l.dx-o,h‘n.r W,Mmamnﬁmduamuumbymtimim

fntwacn cwo groups of ienior colleqcs: elite and non-cliu. - The schools we are’

allingselite" are dzsunquzshed by the fact m: they are much older than tbe

other CUNY senior colleges and have, for that reason, stronqex public rcpuutiops.u

v

Our examination of the distribution of studants across levels will use both the.—»:yo-

-

and three-tier views of the CUNY system.

@ when open adliuiona began in 1970. the freshman class was about 75% larger

‘nmtoftwmm Alnostanofthisinmu,mattribuubletothn

10 o o




-

. -’- . .

poucy 3 .dtnuoa. the racial: composition of the freshman class approximated

the nc%‘pl ccwouuoa of the previous year's h&gh school graduating class for the
girst time. Blacks and Hispanics increased their np:-unuuon from. 208 of the
1969 freshman class to 276 of the 1970. The numbers of bhc)u and lu.-pnnics more
than doubled bot?on 1969 and 1970 (and more than tripled, if sm and Oon.m

) . ,

Discovery students are discounted). . -

uou‘uu:o these increased numbers of uhos.ity students giltr;pntod g:roct
o ﬂ;-‘

the levels of ‘CUNY? Table 1 presents the proportions of n.{.w:i:y anollnnt.\in

which blacks and Hispanics are combined, at the different levels of CUNY for the i
years 1969 through 1975. The Table makes dramatically clear the changes which
took place. Prom 1969 (the last year befors r‘. admissions) thrqugh 1975, the
progortions of black and Hispanic students m all entering .students ugcz;mné
those in the special SEEK and College Discovery programs) more than d,oub.'l.od at Cuny

as well as at most of its levels. - ' y
" However, if we ‘exclude spscial program students, then the increases in minority
enrollment under open admissions loock cv;n more stunning. At ths senior coiloqu . ) )
'« levels, -in particular, the npuunuuon of blacks and agpanzcs more than qm- '
tupled from 1969 to 1975.
s s SO WRAT- GXTADT  WOre MINOTity. s:udn:s.md-:- mmmmn e

hnlsotm? sess the degree tovhich.\othnicitymmw.ttat- ~
' L ]
‘ ityinq principle, we C calcu.lau ahe ratio of t.hc p.t“ of blacks and
Rispanics at any’ lofcun'to:agiv-n.ynx‘totm:mmuqcumqtho\ .

entering ctnd.nu for that year. A ratib"bclov 1 indicates that minority stu- -

dsnts were undcrnprcscnted at that level by comparison with t.bur mrnl - .-

- proportion in the freshman class, while a ratio above 1 indicates t.bcir qver-

representation. These ratios appear in Table 2..
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mmmnw OF MINORITY STUDENTS AMONG STUDENTS mnma
, DIFPFERENT LEVELS OF CUNY FROM 1969 TO 193735
(Source: "Ethnic censuses o: various years)

V of minority students among all cntcring studonti at...

-

' ' : t of col

e G a _ all of size of
cohort senior senior senior community = CUNY « cohort
1969 15.2 14.8 ~15.1 26.3 .0 19,948 °
1970 22.1 . 23.0 22.3 - 33.3 127.0 35,515
1971 24.0 28.6 25.5 37.3 l.2 38,829
1972 23.0 34.1 27.06 43.8 34.8 37,912 -
19723 30.1 36.9 32.6 49.2 40.3 37,342
1974 30.9 41.8 35.1 49.7 '42.0 40,014
19754 p3.8 48.4 40.0 46.9 43.3 3s,se2

8 of minority students among non-special program students at...

type of ccllcqc “ ‘
. elite other all o . all of - size of
cohort: senior * . senior senior community  ~ CUNY _ cohort
L1969 4.5 2.3 4.1 16.6 . . 9.5 17,645
* 1970 '10.4 - 13.5 11.4 - 26.5 17.9 31,596
1971 15.7 22.6 8.1 32.5 ' 25.0 35,639
1%72° - 12.8 - 27.3 18.1 39.8 28.5 35,545 -
1973 21.1 29.2 24.0 4.1 33.5 33,529
1974 -7 18.6 30.1 23.0 T -44.2 3.4 34,846

-

. . < )
8punter is excluded from the 1975 calculations because of its low response.
rate tQ the ethnic census. . .

. P4 -
»
.
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isted in thé distribution of minority studeats before

l e _ T
ratios for 1969. - without the special prograi- ot

k‘

. “L .
colleges, part:L nla ly at the n neelzte sen:.or colleges. When we mclude the spec:ua].

' :1 ‘ - ) i : \ = . % hgltAS
sentatlon fo: mano::ty students at the shnlor college level._. :_, flﬁiffg. ,%%

Sl T

But 'J.‘a:b‘.te 2 shows that conse.derahle changes occurred :.n the dlstrgautz.on of
o _ Q
mlnorzty students durlng the years of open adm;ssxons, generally in the dlrectlon of

L4

lzl[greater equalltya The-more lmportant shlfts occurred?between the senlor and coununlty

.- /
colleges Whether we lnclude or‘exclude ial program students, the overrepre—

' sentatlon of manorlty students at the communlty college level had sharply decl;ned
\

[N

hy 1975fand, w1th 1t, therr underrepresentatlon.at.the senior cqllege level Fbcuss-'V

‘ lng on all students at .the senlor college level however, thelr underrepresentatlon

-,

»

~at the ellte sen;or colleges was llttle changed durzng open admlssions. ‘Thus, thelr‘d
> o

1ncrea51ng representatlon at the senlor college level resulted for the most part from

changes in thelr representataon at. the non-elite’ senlor colleges, where blacks and ‘F_'

~

Hlspanzcs hadzbecome sllghtly overrepresented among the enterlng students'by 1975

-

. When we conszder only students adm;tted outszde of SEEK, then the representatlon of

mlnorlty students .at the ellte senior colleges did 1ncrease._ The lack of change in

X .. .

"L thelr representatlon when all students are conszdered probably lndlcates -a declzne in

the 1mportance of sngx at the ellte senlhr colleges durzng the early years of open
admlSSlons. ‘ S a..’ ' | A - o | |

Although the representatlon of mlnorlty students 1ncreased throughout CUNY. some
P

lnequallty in their dlstrlbutlon remalned even as late as 1975. leen the unequal .
» K § .
’hlgh school backgrounds of: mlnorlty and whlte students and thezr dlfferent soc1a1

J,

: .class origins, it is probably 1nev1table that, in the 1970° s, there ‘would continue to -

bk
o QO



"'« TABLE 2 ;ilk& | T
e : - ‘ S : TN
- STRATIPICAIION op ENTERING MINORITY STUDENTS ACROSS THE LEVELS L

. , . 'OF CUNY FROM 1969 TO 19752 - . R
B ; (Source: Table l) T . Lo n

L4 ' ' 2

! . .
-

EOTT all enterlng students e

: . type oﬁ@oollege
‘elite - other ., 4= . all o o
sgnior ,\senlor - sen;orp; communlty

. R SRR £ U 76,7‘ _ 1,32
B .77 - ..92 e .;'..82: o 3. 20
L .66 .98 & - 78 0 . T Wl.28
1973 - .75 . .92 % 81 . - a.22
o 4 0w J4 .. . 1.00 .84 -,  -l.18 ake
1975 . ®7 " .78, -1l.12 92 o - 1.08 /T

n‘_‘ ! B . ) . l . K . '. . . :v--:.
- %, . o, . B .‘ R | ) - L ‘ . . . , .f_

o non-spec1al program students only L

- ﬂtype of college
R " elite ~ .. . other . all S
" cohort - senior senior - 'senior community = |

}

‘1969 | .47 . .24 %43 1.75 i

1970 . - .58 . ~ .75 © . .64 - 1.48 =
1971 ' .63 L. .90 . .72 S 1,30 0 0 b

: i

}!

-

1972 .45 .96 " .64 _ 1.40
1973 | - .63 S 87 W72 1.32

1974 © .56 - . .90 .69 : 1.32 /i
71975 . .70 - 1.14 . .89 . - 1.12 |

-.)('].

e
]

. '_ . ) ’ .' . S

A

i
aRatlos of actual prOportlons to those expected if mlnorlty studentsf
‘were. uniformly dlstrlbuted across’ the lévels of CUNY i f

-14«' T

\
.-
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strat:.fiedéhn Cal:.foma than, they were at CUNY.' For example, the- propo 'of

(v

- «..e

‘ blacks and H:.spanics was ten times as great in the Callforn:l.a. comum.ty 11‘

AN S

at dits Um.vers:.ty centers in the late 1960'5, wh:.le m.nor:.ty ’students '

tw:Lce as .uuportant in th{e c.ompos:.ta.on of the comnun:ty than of the !:;te { _g,m:‘ g
‘ ] o LR ET e TR
\:‘\, P SEN A

_ colleges at CUNY CUNY under open adm:.ss:.ons appears far ma:'e

First, J.t presents the percentages of each '
'

group s members who were adm.:.tted as a result of open adm:.ss:.ons ‘» Second, it

Table 3, whlch cons:Lsts of two parts

)
K

presents ea.ch group s percentage of the total number of benef;.czar:.es. 'I.‘hese two -

N \_-:‘

kJ.nds of percentages are presented for each J,evel of CUNY and for. CUNY as a o : .

wht:’le.15 Four groups are cons:Ldered. blacks, H:.span:.cs, Jews and Cathol:l.cs. ‘ _ BN

. . .
‘e - . !.‘, - f

As the changes in the rac:.al composA:.on of CUNY prev:Lously rev:.ewed J.mply,_

=~

largejr proport:xons of blacks and mspa;xlcs than of Jews and. Cathohcs \(ere

.

‘admitted . to CUNY and to its semor college system under open adm:l.ss:Lons. »The_.

e r

“ différencesv_l'btween mnorlty groups and the trad:.t.:.onal beneflclarles of, CUNY Lo

Pl
.

educata.on were largest at the e ite senior colleges, where over half of the black

A .

-

-y

studehts :Ln each: cohort were ;a_dnutted ‘under the new crzter:.a as cdnpared wz.th 20%

. ’




BW ETHNIC 'GROUPS BENEFITTED FROM"‘OPEN ADMISSIONS S
(SOurce~ sample data) . ' R

% of g___g? benefztt;ng £rom’ open adm1551ons at.,,f;i'w L

e . ot

3:71 '*5 . tYpe of college
* elite  other all. :
-]_Seni°¥°:-,sen;or_ senlorc‘ communlty

i L . ‘e
LA - ’ . : ' T A

ST

27 . 70 . 7 19 (4378) 1 ,[?
61 . 36 .53 - 26 (4723) .- -
. ' ' ' '

Ce1, T 78® . 70 59 - (1098)

LTy s . s6 T 36 (1026) ..

e et ~1971-

' Jews . .6, 46

Cathollcsf_,if‘t~wﬁsgwﬁik o

" Blacks < 54 . 76
o > L
_H;span;cS'-

R
| 32
cd2s

53 .

Wh:r.tes e 59

197 2= ===~
27 60

. 42

Y

. (2567)

(1220)

L ( 784)

3

(7566)

. Blacks .55 84 "72"' N 77 70 | (2141)< .

1 1.
M S -

HlSpanlcsx 46 + 69 }'58 5.'  ..éé,- - }51 (1258)" i




CJews 'L 725 Dos23 0 T 23 . 1B

TABLE 3-(cont.f S

-

HOW ETHNIC 'GROUPS BENEFITTED FROM OPEN ADMISSIONS

e ————— . S
. elite s+ - . - other Lrall. o - - ”-d: g

. £

'$ of "all Beneficiaries® belonging to group at...w ‘...

oy riremaeane

. . . . ' . o RN '.\f ! . . ot ’-.'- - h ww .
Ccatmriest as . s a0 a o il

B

”stpanlcs .5

. Whites 45 65 L :Sof'f) . 59 -

B

B

other9- - 4 . 3. R R 3

'a .

~ AN

L b

lacks | ;.13‘. = - :15"*:i1' , f. 15 ka8

.r ) . A . s

thexd ‘21 14 1S 718

& K "‘" ) - . R )
D . - S . -
. . . :

lacks  -29 - 20
ispanics ' 21 SRR ¢ SR ¢ USRI § R

- .
" - R

The base for each percentage is the. humber of students from a glven
ethnic group at a spec1f1c level of . . _ )

2. v

-
Lo

28

o .,"1':12 :

57 ..

, The base for each percentage is the number of open admissions students f

at ‘a given level of CUNY. Percentagesxgn -each column may - -not add to

'100% dne to round;ng., : P AT L . [

’_.

© . . 3 o -

€

[]{!:the senior-: college level, open admzssmon students are deflned as
el se w:.th high school averages below 80 17 s I s
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.

.
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.

*

1

“.t thefcommnnlty eollege 1eqp1, open admassaons students are deflned _
as’ those with high school averages below: 75. > L7, L i

- . . L. . : ) . o . -
'|'.~' 4 h

-f' N ‘. | |
Por.all of CONY, o pen admlss;ons.students are deflned as thosé who r- ;
woutd. not have been placed at any level of CUNY by traditional- crateria”“
zn other words‘&those wath ‘high school averages belo& 75.\\ g -

+ . .

:ﬂb remand the reader that‘throughout the paper the tern 'Catholzcs'-l‘;if
S“to nonvnrspanlc Catholzcs.,““ e e e

AR DO

*The other row 1nazcates the percentages of open admassaons stndents -
fwho do not' belong to the d1st1nguzshed-groups. In 1970 and: 1971, these .-
1ystudents may .be Protestant whites,’ whites of some other or no religion, -
. whites of uhknown religion, Asian-Americans or other non-whites. -In -
71972, these other students may be As;an—Amerzcans or other non-whites. -
- None of these categorzes consastently contrlbutes more than a few» -

ffjpercentage poznts “to- the: ranks of open admassaons students.,u T
" h i ’ ' S ‘ Cl ‘ @: :
Ihese percentages are adjusted ‘to compensate for the absence of’ LT
re11g1ous data at-one communlty college.; S e O T .
' . ) . N - Rt . e‘.
< P A i hd -
* 4 P - - v. ‘ o « -
L . . .
? " \" . - . %
3 : © . 1 + .
1 : - : - 4 - ; :
S ‘ L} \
. ‘. - u\ <« \
(3 - .
EY .. F - ) 1
) \.«
@ ° L4 h - ’ * . . .
‘ " ' * ' ‘
| ) o
. .
\_ - ’ . oy
. - Ry et - ¢
' - / ’ .
‘\" J N ‘ " .\ A N '_ - ¢ LS
< * . e
’ ) »
: , 1 3 \ ' ,
] i _‘_8 .
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or fewer of Jews and Catholics. The da ity is much smaller atfthe other

- b L]

senior colleges, where Large percentages o{ every group were admitted under open

- adm.ss:.qns I-‘inally, the disparity disappears at the conummity colleges, where-in

great contrast to the senior colleges-the proportion of Jew.s admitted by the new '

teria was one of the two largest. L - .'?

- ° i

when ve, conSider the percentage each group forms among all, beneficiaries,

- . ‘0.

‘a very differfnt impression of benefit results. As ‘the '.l‘able shows open-admiSSions

!

’_-&,_.....Jew:.sh and Catholic students generally outnumbered open-admmsz.ons‘,,blacks and

A\ . f “ -
Hisganics at CUNY and all its lével&. One aspect of the extent to which -white . I'-;* .

/

‘ethnics benefitted is especially striking. Many have previously recognized that
whites have been important beneficiaries, but they havg-wuth conSiderable | '

.

"unanimity-pointed to Catholic ethnics as the white beneficiaries._ Bgﬁ it is- .

-

'-‘clear sl;hat Jet}s were. also major benefiCiaries of open, adnussmns, even at the senior A

L 'college levels. Over a qua.rter of Jetush students at the senior colleges would not

‘ have been admitted but for open ad'missions.‘

h
. ¢ In sum, these two types of percentages convey different but ultimately

7
conSistent aspects of the consequences of open ad1us5ions‘ Since so few blacks
and Hispanics qualified for CUNY and its senior{colleges under *Ehe older criteria,
open admisSions had a powerful in;pact on the racial conp05ition of CUNY But - o

o

\

'more whites than minority students benefittsd from open admms:Lons, at least for

<

{> the years 1970 through 72. - ) : .
; ‘ To summarize our discuSSion of benefit, open adnuss.ions dia proVide important
N 4
access to the City University of New York and its senioz: college‘s for minority_

' : - ” * R .
Students, Not only did large proportions of/’ minority students at the senior o e

. K - -

colleges. enter undéeyr the new admiSSions criteria, but additional analyses (not

-
’ ‘ L4

15
shown here) indicate that- these minority open admiSSions students frequently came

e .
from impoverished fam.ilies. As a group, they were far more impoverished than the‘ -

-,ﬂ‘ |

-

<
A“é\:'.‘ .
A .
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white students who bengfn,tted from opeh adm1s51ons and also more :qnpoverzshed than .
those ninor:.ty students who could satisfy the ola adm.ss}ons crlterra. Bpt more .

white . than mnor:.ty students benef:.tted from open adm:.ss:.ons, and these white’

benefic:.ar:.es appear to have come from the same class backgrounds that t;rad:.txonally

."._r \ .
: prov:.ded CUNY wz.th its s::udents. Iron,lcally, then, when the doors of the prest:.g:.ous

V-senlor collese SYStem were open,ed to students who did not meet the tr:adit:.onal W‘" '

cr:.ter:La for adm.ssa.on, ‘it was not only <he appa.rent objects of the open adm.ss:.ons R

pol:.cy., low—;ncome nu.nor:.ty students, who crowded dn but also students from the

~~ LR

. qroups wl:nch have h:Lstoncally benef:.tted most from CUN! educata.on. work:.ng-and

\

' under open admss:.ons, it is clear t.hat some d:.d exist, part:.cularly between the

) el:.te and non-el:.te ‘senior colleges. S:ane the :Lnternal stratlfzcatzon of

- . M - - . .
L . . oS A i . .
R - . .o N " . 3 .
oL . . D — . . ' .o
- i « . —e . . »

- -preserved,:m an apparently open system, it is .unportant to look for the scurces

'.(~|' . ‘. ‘
niddle-cxass Cathol:.cs and Jews. - T SR - L -

.. . _ )
DETERMINANTS OF COLLEGE PLACEMENT = -

g , . v L)

k
wh:l.le stratif:.cat:.on in the d:.stn.butmn of mln.or:.ty students d:uunlshed

y -

hlgh‘ucatlon has played such an J.mporta.nt role in+some discussions of open
adm.ss:.ons, as one’ mecham.sm by which class and ethm.c :.nequal:.ty would be T
of the stratification which remained. )

In the great majorlty of cases, the unmed:.ate cause of the student's place-

ment was hJ.s or her own preferred college, :Lnd:n.cated in appI:LcatJ.on for adm.ss:.orﬁL

‘to CUNY. Compar:.ng preferences ‘with placements or the years 1970, '71 amd ‘72, _

" most students in all ethn:.c groups were placed a -t.he level of t.he’:.i.r. preferred.

college (:Ln terms of the three tiers used earlier), :.f not at that college

itself. In 1970, nearly 87% of students in t.he sample -were placed at the:Lr

' .

preferred level, as was true for nearly 80% in 1971 ‘and 77% in 1972. . Moreover,

- ‘v

t.he rate of placement at the student s preferred level var:Led l:l.ttle by ethn:Lc

‘l

.

,|

=
) T -

EKC:up:.nany year. o ' R ) . L

i . . o o .
© o - | 20 -
.o . A R A} X - .



L N

",

- ' As one 'Imi‘ght geess ,A then, from -the stram'.fica\t.ion -of minority stuide_nts in -

. - . « ) - . . .
L Table l for these’ three y snbstant_ial diff'erences in college preference. -

% existed a:mong grcnps. 'l'ab‘le 4 shows t.he college preferences of ‘ethnic’ groups in

- eac;,h of tbese years Because the representata.on of eommity and sen:.or oolleges in-.

q:r sanpl:ﬁvaraes from year to year, :.t is especxaﬁy ﬁnportant in th,i.s 'J.‘able-- e

-

the only one where ievel of- oollege is not controlled—-to pay attent:.on to the i )

pattern of - et.hnzc d.:.fferences rather j.ban the/ nﬁgnatudes of. :Lndiv:.dual peroenta.geg
And,las is ea.s:.ly ‘seen,’ the.re is a cons:.stent pattern Jew:.sh students*eined the -
- \ h.ighest in the two years for wh:.ch rel:.g:.ous data are ava:.lable, w:.t.h the largest
& peroentages preferrmg an- el::te sem.or college and the smallest choosing g S

>

eomm:.ty college. -Blacks and m.spanlcs f,/ell equally far heh:.nd Cathol:.cs and Jeﬁs

in preferenoe for an elite senior college or, 1ndeed¢ y sem.oz@llege. '”_’-,. .

kR

Desute t/hé%bv:.ous nnportance of the student's preferences, :Lt is st:.ll

poss:.ble that” rhe CUNY admrss:Lons process was parually respons:.ble for the

-

unequal dlstr:.but.:.on of mnor:.ty students. That :Ls, it is poss:x.ble( that unfavorable

. Yol
r—-\"

rates of m.nor.rty admss:Lon ‘to sem.o:,- c&eges are “hidden in their generally h:.gh
rates of placement at their preferred 1eve1, since m:x.nor:.ty students h§~a greater

preference for comunlty colleges, where they could not fail to get in- under open

. e ¥

' adm.ss:.ons Some conf:l.rmatlon seems added when we look at ethn:.c rates of ad-
- mssldn to elz.te and non-el:.te sem.or oolleges in the aggregate, also shown in

Table 4. Wlthout taking hJ.gh school average and rank into acoount, blacks were
. 2]

the. worst off in each cohort. H:Lspam.cs hotvever, d:.d as well as Catbolz.cs :Ln -

1970 and all whites ln 1972 lagging far beh:.nd the white groups oniy in 1971.

" But a very d.:.fferent plcture -of the adm:Lssrons process is revealed when ‘we

~

take :.nto account h:.gh school average and rank "the two factors on wluch the fonmal

adnu.ssrons ‘criteria depended. Comparzng students equal in high school credent:.als,

-

- . 3 . v - »

~




(soﬁrce- sample data)
L . ./ Rate of Admideion =
L L -7 . ] Accord:.ngmo T
. e - College Preﬁfrences _ . Prefetred
.j\:' -iz'_> elite - other' T ellte , otheJ
L - - senior senior ccmmun;ty senior senior camnunit
O - e e L T e
catholics - 51 - . 19 . 30 73 94 . 100 .}
Blacks 37 16 47 63 L 86 100
Hispanics -44. ;;i; 40 81 of 100 -
) R — R PR
Jews ., 54 25 21. 65 . 86 - 100
'Catholzcs 29— _ 33, 39 54 84" 100 |
‘Blacks s, 177 . 68 . 16 59 © 100
stpanlcs “a 11, % 21 - 69 ' 22 77 . 100
. B ’. 7 B -% 1972‘ - .-
“mutes « 42 13 . 45 51 69 100
.-' : . . . -
Blacks - 22 11 67 32 % %60 100 |
Hispanics 21 ‘§12 67 49 .75 100
T - .
a

COLEBGE RE"EENCE ANB)

Th@hE 4

RATE OF ADMIS&ION TO PREFERRED, LEVEL BY ETENIC GROUP

In calculating rates of a

dmission; a few students who were pkaced at

higher levels than they “pre

ferred (e.g., students placed at senior

colleges,

although their pre

ferred colleges were communlty colleges)

have been counted as placed at’ their preferred levﬁir




blacks and m.spam.cs were not disadvantaged relat:.ve to Jews and. Catbolics. In l972,

P

ﬁ in fact, they were d.rst:.nctly advanta*d by comparison w:.th whites in senior college '

procedure were not accepted These students were tlore likely to l:.st only segior

, _

adnissions In that yeer, among those with a high school average between 75 and 79.9 .
- \

and;nthetophalfoftbeirclass, overm-thlrdsofblgcksandnispam,cswho

preferred adm.ssion to an el:.te sexnor college were placed at cne, compared with less ;.

‘-v_,w
one-third of équ:.valently qualified whites. Further, less-than 20% of tbese N

~w
saneblacksandmspanicswereplacedataoommityoolleqe,whileover40toftbe' i
sane, w!utes were.“ Dther ch.fferences :.n favor of minority adm.ssz.on are found anonq . -

open adnisszons students desumg sexuor collegs adnisai.on in l972. Ga.ven the B
limtations o.f our data, we ‘cannot precisely spec:Lfy the source of ninority adventage

:.nthatyear Bowever wesPeculatethat:.tresnltsfronthoseuinontystudentswho

L PR

applied for adm;.ss:.on to the SEEK program but who m?er its lottery admissions . |

-~

colleges anong the:.r preferences, thereby :anreasing their ohances of be.ing adnztted e
%
" to. one. Hany wh:.tes, on the other hand, listed comnuty oolleges as a second or

tlurd oho:.ce, thus being adnu.tted to tﬁat 1e\re.'L r.E they d:l.d not reoelve therr first

. . - .
'<:hoi.c:e.]‘7 But, whatever the source, the admissions process clearly d:.d not work | -

against m.nor:.ty students in axB s:unple d:.scrim:natozy way. - - - : -
To understand the straf.:.f:.cat.ion of m.norxty students, we must turn to events - TS

pnor to CUNY, part.toularly to those which J.nfluenced the student s college preference. N

To’ be suren ethn;& groups also dszered substant:.ally in their academ.c credentials

at/the time of appl:.catzon to’ CUNY in ways that are :.mportant for understana:.ng -

t‘be placement of students. Nonetmeless, open enrollment was clearly des:.gned to

encourage }nznor:.ty aduu.ss:.ons, part:.cularly among those who lacked the trad:.tlonal

cr:.ter:.a. Why, then, were blacks and H;Lspam.cs so ‘much less l:.kely than wh:.tes to-

apply for adm:.ss:.on to a ;en:.or college?

-




“i‘mehmi.-ﬂ:trep:odueingsocial i.nequelity. I;isvellh:ovmthatraeeand

I

-y;:fr'.odn clm ue :elat.ed to t:eck place-ent, and ﬁeseaxch suqqeeu t.hat t.h.is

18

*’mnmimtlgof&intyandachimt. Black and Bispanic -

Wmmﬁhlywbepheedi\nm-ecadu&highschoolm,md

mmzmmtumnmgml\mmnm:mamwm

mmsmumtwmn@.u,umm.mmy ﬁg«‘

s‘ym USSR M

'emuedinafour-orwimtimtionlg Itappbersthetmchmnlum

-

: ptograms (and, of course, vocetlonal tu.gh achools) are. ma.rked by a

. aze ninfoa:ced by t.he influenee‘)of pchool guidance counselo:s- e think N

- 'regression analysa.s shows - that, for the 1970 fxeshnen high school program e

[

. vdete:ni.nedby tbe effects of t:ecking up:i\.retion 1evelsend ulf—esteun md

§.
thatcouneelorsareofpn.neuportanceintheuev!orksimﬁon Theypoese‘_

cmside:ableknwledqeofthecuurmisnmsms,mdmm .

) crncia.l advice for t.he studem: £illing out the application, petﬁcnhzly regard-

'ingthecolleqeswhe:ehecrshecane@ecttogetin. ',,--': o

we have . emined sone poss:.ble determ.nants of eollege preferenee -A

»

(vhether acaden:.c or not) and lug!r school average expla.in nost of the differences

in colrege preferénce between m.nority and non-minority groups. Three ‘measures of
l

,fml.tly backgrcund father s and mother‘'s education and family income, explain

va_

) N 20 ‘

very lz.ttle of college preference;<’ : - -0 | .

'n:ese results ‘point to the role of t.he lngh school progran in explaining

-

group differences in’ college preference‘ Snrely, non-ecademic high sc:hool

L
.

JPRT

atmosphere which is’ less conduc:.ve to h::.gh educatlonal aspirationms. , w:.thin such®

s,ett:mgs, we think the role of gu:.da.nce coimselors takes on added :meortance,

[

especially six_xce )E :.mpa.c‘:‘t on’ lowerxr class students is greater than upon
: . B N | 2

- - - . . ’ L ‘\

Q

‘w

..............

x -
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w clus pupils.n I; seems likely tb us t.hat.-guidance counselors, who pley Var
sueh a czuciel role in helping students apply to CUNY, more mily think of those

in non-ec-de-ic p:og:ans as’ poor materia} for higher education and counsel them
-ecatdingl g1y.?? ‘ 4 ' | .. _ | g
. In summary, tbedistrih’d.cnofnino:ltygroupsat@!becmuonoqulna
Af:etultotopcnedﬂ.ssions _lielativetootheropeneecessmte.dl!mcerninly

| far less stratified. HNonetheless, some stiatification did remain. However, the
”:esponsi.bility toz the remaining :.nequelity in the i.nitial phcepmt of students
dounotappurtoneprim:ilywithpoliczes andp:oceduuundexthemmlof
the CONY adnipx:mtiﬁ. but-rather with prior educational processing °£. students. .
Prom the evidel:ce,ve have been able to enalyze. we cannot reject some of the .
posited by those who see a new £orm of tracking in open ednissions Our analyses .
mtity%othelmiunons inharentinpoucychanguatanyomlml of the
'edncational system in order to gene:a ‘ ty of educational o_pp’ortunity. While
ope:'( admissions policzes had substan | effects, the impact of st*retiﬁ.c&.ion
. at preced:.ng levels .of the system, in high schools and elenentary schools, con-'
‘tinued to be felt. - . | - |

LI 4

BENEFITS OF ACCESS: CURRICULUM PLACEMENT

Y

*

7’

.'?he issue ‘of educational st.ra.ti..fication‘extends beyond '\t.he college tier in
which a student is initially placed. Not only does enrollment in a senior or
community college have important consequences for subsequent ed*tional benefits,.
but so toco does curriculim placement, especially for those who begin at a commity

college. Although the CUNY open admissions policy guaranteed mobility from the

25 S
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) ‘ -
e_mity couoqos to ‘the senior for tbou completing the usociau deq:“ it does

-

!
not!olloythatallcurticularpathsvereequallylikelytoleadtot.hcoenior

colleges. “In the ca-nmity oollcges there are essentially two cnr::bcnlar pa;hs,

mmmmtumicnhmdmmalmﬁml
So-twritcrs have viewed co-mni:y colleges and especially thc vocational ~
mi@ucz@lumwmmammammmm

sy:em as nintaincrs of .’A.nor.pn.:l.:I.ty.23 These cnrricnh are cha.t.c*iz.d as “dead

-

Qnd progrm. acoclpushing the cool:i.ng out fmcnon of oducat.ion 'ghzinq

stndnnts f.h. iuusion of oppoztunity, while reconcilinq f.bdu to, terminal cmiculn .

-
-

aqd the mnlt:i.ng linit.d occupaticnal and financial hcnofiu.24 And usually t.bosc

-

cuzticuhmvimduuposoduponsnmuwhomldchoucowoifthq
R 25 ' . . . - ) -, .. _.-v

.

- -

‘ zz -eminat:ion‘cf the ci:.r:iculﬁn placuent of g_mity college students . .
' atcm!!shawsthat, uinthecaseof college placement, themtnjo:i;:yof
,. A:tudeﬂ‘were placed in their cnrriculm of cboiee, at least in terms of the |
dis ‘beu-een liberal arts and vocat.m:nal. Table 5 shows the p:efezred

‘currict @/ pf community college students by ethnic grov.p, cont:ollinq for high

- -7

school avo:'age.z6 It is obvious that there are _fa..ir_ly consistent differences .
among ethnic groups across the th.ree cohorts. Jews and Catholics in i§_70 ;xxd '71
and whites in’1972 were more likély to p;efer a libera.l arts curricnlxm than were
blacks and Hispanlcs. Often the differenées between the'white and miaozity groups
were substanual. and t.hey appear to have been larger for regular students than for -
open ad:nissions students. -
The data also conta.inl a surprise which fprth.e;' confozm_ds any simple J.nter-—
. "', pretation of vocational curricula as a track of lim;.ted potential im‘posea upou

unwilling students: in general, academically stronger students were less likely to
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annrn r@ncm OF ETENIC GROUPS-TN co:qm'rr cou.ssns, L
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found anqng whites . 72 cohort. ‘ Moreover, among Jews and Catholics the very

-

oeparately :Ln the 'rable) the often less likely to opt fo} 1iberal arts than were

m.n g.caammly poorer comnterparts. e
A‘T_ now is one to inte?“t such a. findinq. which flies in the face of the comon ‘_ L

" sense e:pectation that better students should be- more li.kely to prefer the liberal

a

arts transfer proqrams? Undoubtedly, it arises largely becau,se many students do not

drr:i.ft into" vocational curricula in, the commrmity colleqes but choose thom con-
’t' S

| sciously in accordance with occupational goals That ere is some fit between ~

in the relationship- bemen' R

curriculum preference and occupatlonal goatls can be

rhat"preference and degree asp:.rat:.ons- our ana.lyses show t.hat those wbo wanted to

,_4 - term:.nate the:.r educatzon with an Associate degreelwere far more 1ike1y to choose a |
) " -
techn:.cal-vocatz.onal curriculum than were t.hose who asp:.red to the B.A. or beyond. ‘k.

v,.‘-A

Rd
.oa g

N ~:4‘? ’

Oddly, it appears that the la.beral arts. curriculum was“the residnal one for :

uany students. Acadenzcally better students are more likely to be well :.nformed o

.owy

about the ca.reer :.mpl:.cat:.ons of d:.fferent curr:.cula '.Ehus, the greater pre- 'v,._

:
: e
2 ML TN L 5 T - -
r L

thatitwas’ -

-y .

_ference for l:l.beral arts among academcally wearke students fuggest

.
1acked any clear d:.rect:Lon in their. academ:.c ca.reers Or perhaps, s:.nce the S

.,~.

poss{bility of college attendance was not apparent for the weaker students :Ln the L
ssions cohorts unt:Ll late in the:l.r h:.gh schooia: careers, they were R

'earlyopenadm.
A\

Nonetheless, t.he curr:.culum preferences of these comun:.ty °°11,3,

Q< B - Co
also show the impact of prlor educat:.bna.l pmcessmg._ Parallel:.ng the pa tern we STk
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liberal arts: currioul\m than were studhnts from | '.'. ~
NS
s eppereht effect o.f Qrio: educeﬁonel treck does

= .~ academic progrems'. Even so

' not work 'ln quite the we oﬁe'might expect. If tﬂe :i.mpect of non-acedemic higl{ ' "*'_:-
:.schools on curiculum preference were primerily a remlt of the Yowered academic ;M
‘ ,.eelf-iuge of students or the df.recting of students~by guidence counaelorl, tl:\eri~ -

tbe academically llest able students £rom &on—acedemic programs ought to have heen,

'_ v;ry unlikely to choose lJ.berel arts curr:.cule by comperison witfx ecedenu.ca.lly | - ,"
better students f::om these prog-rams ) But they were not; tﬁey were, in £‘a.ct, | _ "'."‘.'

e sl:.ghtly more. likely. m .‘ - ,‘ :'; o T R ol L )

' n It is epperent from our d.i.scussxon that the pr.:ocess of curriculum ple;enent e

, :anomunity colleges :Ls cons:.derebly more complex tha.n is usuelly described .'i.n ‘ |
c:.tacu enelyse?of th/ role of ‘these mumuons . as 'these analyses would leed \ .
_ one to suspect,, it wasl the'case ad coNy under open .;duu.ssions that nu.nority
students were more. l:.k -y to be found in the technicﬂ-vocetione.l curricu.le, jy!
curr:.cula. wﬁ:.ch are less lrkely to lead to a senior college Neverthelegs, ; -» | ’«.&

'student preferences are the key elements in understanding the pattern of curra.culum s

w -
-

'_..' ' placement. and, even though the effects of h:.g{__school tracking ere apparent, ie- a. .o

is :.voss:.ble to see the vocat;onal curricule as sinlply 1mpos1tions on: students

S

who wquld choose otherwz.se, s:.nce academcally bewer students were often more
' P
'-_'lJ_.k_QlY toscho_o_se_ those curricula than were' weaker -s,tude_nts., .o T -
N ¢ . . .‘ . .-' ) " 3 | . \.\ . .. . -
'y .+ " . COMMUNITY-SENIQR COLLEGE bgosm\n'r

ion, the CONY system was

expla.c:Lty :.ntended~to guarantee mobz.l:.ty to sem.or colle&es for those cou:pletimg'v_

R the comum:.ty college program. Although we ha,ve‘ see thai\ the gpenwsdmis's'ijoné';_f S

(LI

Lo



@on'.oy ruulud i.n less eehn:l.c.?"smtiﬁeation in the Universxty, inequalitiu

didmlin :I.n tho aistribution of othnic groqps ‘into different 1eveis of the
symn. The prine;.ple of guarantoed mobility was designed to provide yet
anothor avenuerto the. baocalaureate. S S e + )

- Bow did groups.dlffer :Ln movement from the com.mity to the senior eouegu?‘ﬂ" \ ..
| h&n G*preuntl the rates of transfer to the sea.ior colleges !lgy eehnie group
:‘ aocord.i.ng to een-mity college cﬁrriculun, adnission status, and vhether or not

. . .

. the’ Anociate degree was received. !me-,aata show, tirst of all, a. elear ethnic | : \ 7

erdering in tota.l rates of commity-semor oollege nobilifr Among bOth L 3 J i

‘ regular and open adnissions groups, Jew:.sh students were most l:l.kely to traneﬂ"

',.ﬁor, followed by Cat.hohcs. Blacks and nispanics showsd the J.owest retes, imt | o

v\‘exhibitod no clhear o:kler:.ng relative to one anothor.__j A :

- S e i e ok T

L e -
. i -

However 'I'abIe 6 also reveals that the tr:ansfer prooess and ethnic ordering
ﬂ‘ag,;
are conf;derably aore complex than these initial find,ings suggest. When ve -F

oW

"e:lanine’the nost likely transfer path, gra&uation froln the liberel arts curricﬁim?

s oew

- ethnic differences in transfer :rates disappea.r in most cases, the m.in euepﬁons o
e 2 '

. be:.ng the lower rates for H:l.spam.cs in 1971 and blacks in 1972. 'me«_-!agzﬁtude”of'f
AI

the 'transfer re*bes is also strﬂé.ng.“the 1970 oohort, generally uao tﬁi;ds
or more of ‘the l:.beral arts’ gr&iuates subsequently enrolled in a senior collet .

: = Rt .
Espec:.ally noteworthgr is’ the strong show:.ng of . open adm.ss:.on.s stndents. Indw& , )

in several cases the transfer ra-tes for open‘@adm.ssions students- exoeed those for .

.

the regulars Overall the findings suggest thaf}‘ the cumr polz.cy of encouraging - “ ;f,—

~ Lo ' -

transfer to four yea.r programs did have its :.ntended effect.

L4 -
-

happe%dtothegraduates of thecareerprograms? Asonemightexpect
R " y o 4 .- * -
£rem tbe:.r lower degree asp:.rat.:.ons, they were leSS 1J.ke1y t° 90 on to a sem.or T

v

college than were the l:-beﬁl arts graduates. Yet, a substaptlal m°ntY did- ~.° -
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TABLE 6

13

o T .
- L .
t. . X : _’n‘ ‘\

3 trensferred to a senior college

.}g‘?'
A

e
PO

‘with ~ With
Associate Without Associate Without.

degree ‘degree - degree

: reéﬁlar~

.'degree

Jews liberal arts
. > career

AN |

:xtholics liheral ‘arts-
‘career

ilaéks, ",1iherelfarts..

w0 career

ii&é&hios'iiberal,arts,f.

~ career
liber#l arts
__career

liperal arts

67

430

63

28

60:

- 33.

67
53

37
- 23

‘28
11

15

.'I -
23
11

72
43

64
30/

6 career

?'ﬁlzberal arts’
+ career '

o L
liberal arts

- 58

34

. 47
36

open

céhMUNITY-SENIOR COLLEGE TRANSFER RATES pY CURRICULUM, DEGREE.
AND ADMISSIONS STATUS
(Source: sample data)

0verell Rate .

‘regular . ‘Open

-

-1970 cobort

79 .
L4310

75
37

81
51

76
33

31
.4

18
11

18

13

38 34-

31 25

3
. v o ‘
gt
17
e
e

27

1971 cohort

66
48

66 .
49

BT HURE T IVENE R

-$J41..,,

48
.. .25

59+ .
25 .

. _37;

‘68 -
37
L40%

14

A Y

i972:cohort ,

56

-

.38

47

35 e

2 .
3.
"7tf
4
4

.....




NN Iy P e DT e

TRRE TR S e 3 . Lo - . N T Rt
ot ‘..‘{ o ot v - Q- . ) s K '

. s ¢

i tranefer. - l'or eaup % in the 1970 cohort about a third (and soutinn noro) of ..

| thele eareer ltudent; choee to continue their studin aﬂter communi ty coueqe
qraduetion. hgain. 4t is notewqrt.hy that ethnic differencee are, with few/ ex-
E ceptionl, mll apd ‘a0 not consi-tently favor any one ethnic grouﬁ. Surprisingly,
& uloug the career graduntes. the open admissions studenta were qemra,uy moxe
likely to. continue ‘in a unior college than were the reguler students.
:' Another lerqe group of students aid 'not obtain a camunity couege degree
Por th:l.s group the University made nq gua.rantee ;:f mbility ‘a senior college. .f

Neverthelul, ttansferring .occurred, particulerl’y among the libera.l erts mjors.

' Por examp!.e, unong Jewish enrolleee in liberel curricula in the 1970 cohort,

ulnost 408 of the mgun:- and almost one—third of e open .adniaeions atudent: ‘

o
: transferred. In the career curricula, transferrin e.foo occurred though the

retes were generally low. mnong the non-degree ettainers. some ethnic differences -

LW gk

: re-emerge mica.lry, in ‘both the l%el arts and c

Jewish students were most likely-»to transfer. '.l‘here is nf -consistent ordering

-
..

- among the other ethnic groups.

i A seening paradox emerges from the analys:.s of comunity—senior eollege ‘ ‘

-~

o mobility rates. On the one: hend, there are clear ethnic differences in the
- 'eggregate ratea of trarsfer. On _the other hand, within the group most obviously

XA

PE - e

i TR I . s

.“_.\

-‘ intended ‘ns the transfer pqpﬁle{tion, hegr' ', the ﬁobility rates are high

.. (but of course much higher in\liberal a.rts) and ethnic differences smull 'J:h:.s -
: - Y -
apﬁarent paredox J.S expla.i.ned largely by the different curricular enrallnent of . .‘

- -

ethnic groups and their dist:.nct rates ‘of degree atta.:’.nmen‘t. White groups were ..

nore 1ike1y to beﬁin libera.l arts cu.rricule, while blacks and H;.spanics. were more -

1ike1y to be :Ln the ca.reer curricula w:.th~ ceo&npanying 1ower mobility rates. -
Inasmuch a.s placement was determ:med overwhelmngly by student preference. it is ﬂ

e - . -'__ : ! ) . . Lo -

'('._
4 .




. <
. ’

epparept thae ethn:l’.c dutemcu in nobility were generated in part by the same - _.

procele which deten.ined curriculun placemenh But, as we shall see, whita were t
Fd ‘.

also gore likely to obtain an Aaeociate degree and hence to touow the guaranteed .

route ot' nobility. Other contributions’to overall ethnic differences, auch as

: di!tcrencel in xates of tran:fer aiong thou without degreu are by coupariaou 5

: _with theie tvo major patternl N 3 R

we cannot 1eave this discuuion of comunity-unior oollege mbility without
considering the fate of *t;he transfers. ,Table 7 preeenta the graduation, retention,- ‘
and dropout’ ratos ‘of .the transfers from the 1970 and 1971 cohorts Overall, chish T
‘and Cat.holic qtudents exhibited consist;ently higher graduation rates than blacks

and lns'mics. However, when transfers who had not: graduated but. were still enroued

i.n a senior college are considered, the picture ;I.s somewhat chanqed 1 In every caae o

blacks ‘Showed the h:lghest retenuon rate of any group 'me record of nispanics was

npt as strong, although they were about\as likely to have renained ih a aenior co.uege

as the wlute groups. ms suggests that t:he :Lnitial ethnic differences in graduation

raueswqredueat leastinparttotheslowerzateofdegreeattainmtanongthe

nm-white groups. Among all groups, no less t.han two-th.:!.rds (and in scme cases more

than thx:ee—fourths) wepe still working toward the B.A. in Q975..

h‘ -

mera@m mmm J.J-sht,t,gf the assertion that commumity

e

at t.he sane time presemng the illus:Lon of the American i.deology of egalitarihnism? '

¢ 7

‘.‘mis inage of the comm:l.ty colfoe seems diffzcult to reconca.le, at lea.st at
CUNY, with the facts that a h:.gh percentage of the Iibeal arts graduates transferred K

and a substantial mnonty of career graduates (the supposed - " t:ack)‘ B ..‘

- -
.

d:.d l:lJtew:.se and- tha.t open adm.ssa.ons graduates were at least as h.kely to- u'an:wfer | a

- 3 P ~. . . Fa - BN . .
- e D

." < ; P e . 2 . : RS

colleges are uchanxsms for temn.nat:.ng the educat:lbn of tbe dig‘dvantaged. while T

-




COHNUNITY COLLBGE TRANSFERS TO SENIO;\ LLEGES : BNROLLHENT STATUS OE : ji
@s . BTHNIC GROUPS (In centages) T _ Lo

T 1970 Cohort® R .

. Open 'Admissions Sgudents Rngular Students
Graduated Retained Dropout Graduated Retainad

.26 -0 31 36 .40 27
B .w 19 56 . .25 - . 27 57 ,%
Y22 o sa 0 T2 38 L2
' T97L Coborts :
Jewish ~ 17 . 63 20 YA 67 .17
catholic 23 - 57 20 .24 . s i" 19
:-‘ﬁlackA~ : /_ 11 71 18 * . 71 -
Hispanic .15 ‘ - 54 30 .'  . 12 _ 61 A
. . ‘u: ,g‘rv - .
: . S S SR
" , e B Lo . Fr
T ',3, R SSASTISRE fﬁ‘ ’
_ . . o s , .

=S : : . o - -
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Jas regular students who graduated. Moreover, the ratas of perjistence after transfer
S . . v . w0 ~atig Y . .

A

seemed lanf.nn'thl.- But the apparent implications of th - q: must be tmrcd
) . N . . \ . i v .
bysthe inoqunlitiu in the cur:iculc: diltribm:ion of

ltlnd out as

bl Y

and ,t.‘no liniut.iom on nohluty wit.hout an Anoc:l.au a ._ :
upodinonu to tullo; pu:dcipnt.ion of ninority groups in t:ho bnccnhu:onte ptogrm

mu:, the unoqual trmtc: and mbuquont gz'adund.on rates of d.tftu:cnt othh:l.c ' -

»
ups aid’ not conpensnt.o for their originnlly u.noqual placmnt. at. t.ho diffo:ont

1mll of CUNY Rather, these rates added to f.he inoqmitiu in thc diptribution

: . . . . »
Q! groups. . . ‘ . o . ‘. ]
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J\CADEMIC SUC_CESS': DROPOU'J.‘.‘ Gﬂgm AND ms
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~ . Ihe primary aim of open ncgss models prior td CUNY's.has been silply to
provide eccess‘ the academic ovents occurring . after adnission.rennin the re- '
sponsibility of tho st;udent. One of the most hportant innovati.o\ns in the CuNY
open a.d;nissions policy was the University s comittnent to affect the full

3 covgse of the student: conege ca:eer;.v '1'o the extent that sm;;; ‘d.id poorly
:Ln ﬁaeir work or dropped ont, the University failed to achieve one of its mjor

| open addiss:.or;d‘ goels. '.l‘hus, open ‘J_ssions witnessecf a shift in the burden o@
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Of course in evaluat:.ng open adm.ssions, satisfacgory acadenic achievenint ;
F 4 X
. shoqld not be vzewed sinply as an end in 1t.selr Strong academic perfomnce

4.

inczweases the pi‘ospects for later occupational success. = Attaining hJ.gh grades in

LY

(college carries w:,th :Lt a greater proba.bil:.ty of acceptance for graduate truning :

and the consequent opportumty for reachz.ng the h.'l.gher 1eve1 p:ofessions (axn in

the co-nnnity colleges lugh gzades create a greater probab;l:.ty of ach:.ev:.ng a-
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‘ :_‘Wr). Moxeover, doq:« a:utmt carries with {t the m.m»oa Q! , :
T .greater oui{mﬁ”. It is, therefors; ' ] or , tw
uuu -caauie success among students in each ethnic qzoup g - ’
S D *r '

o _ _‘ N _,-\/(/ . . _

‘ ; _ ligmoptnadlisslohs bﬁqan. there were oova:ophul.u about :l.ué:’é-‘

| -poctltor'ncocu.- !ur.dtha:opon ionlim.vit.hthtir S

m: high s ehqol rccordl. wouJ.d sund 1ittle chaneo o po:toni.ag umhct:orily. '
o:hcrl zu.e that, dupiu m Univorgity's canitaqnt to -nniv. p:oqrn- of
“r“diation, tho political pressures stuud.ng t:on tho opcn ld-:l.sc;ou cfﬁo:t'& o

Az

A

vogld lead to a dilution of acad-nic sunﬂudn. w:u:h tho vonoﬁ: of ncadu.‘.c - '

Y TSR

sSucoess conou:u.nq an un&rlying d.tcriont.ton of riger. m thivc:ﬁty thus S
ﬁdlnd itsclt :I.%a “no-win" sitnat.tcn - If s:udcnu luceoodld bcyond upcctatidnl .

o :I.tuonldboaccuodof love:ingsundards Itthqtaihd,thogloouyp:ophcts .
uould happily or mot, see their fears conzirmd‘ T : "-_ S -

At this juncturc ‘there :I.s no deﬁ.nitive cvidence to :upport thn vidaly held

: ‘ " R
: boliof that open adn:i.ssions hrought ahout a, dacline 1n tamhrdt mo nnivu‘sity {{

smdy coq.\a:od pre—a.nd post-open adniss:l.ons gxad:i.ng pu

m. It found that grades decl:.nod on 1 soue cmu and inc:.md at '.' ‘:
r.‘ S (3 nss atah s it . . 3%
' othqrs In any event discussions of acaduic standnrd: havﬁ ceruinly not bocn I
e : . I
uniudtothecm!setting.metopdcof g:adeinﬂ.ation hasbunvidaly . ‘#;_f

discundasamtionalphmonn mus,evenitthe:everehardevidcnceof
.mdo !nﬂati.on,at CoNY, it would be dzf.ficult :? distidguish that atl::ibutable :
| :toopenadnuuonsfmthatgeneratedbymchhroad\c:cmt;. |

‘- N 'uhat .can be said of academic perfomnce during t% early yem of the open

2 S,
adnissioﬂs program? Table 8 shows ethxuc differences .in a trad.xtional neasnre of

that pafomnce, cmlat:.ve grade pomt avu'age, wit.h those who ulﬂgntely

i




GRADE POINT AVERAGE BY,  ADNISSIONS: snm, R

SERARATING DROPOUTS moa OTHERS. C _h
< —— .

(Source: sunph dltl)
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regular students opca aduias:l.cn N
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. COMDLATIVE. GRADE POINT AVERAGE BY ADMISSIONS STATUS
- SEPARATING DROPOUTS PRON OTHERS

T ' , Community cOum \
| . Tegular students ‘ open .dn:,u:lon

| ~ dropout othexr ‘ a:opont other

K - }. ' o 1970 l -- - . | ',

2.01 » 2.70 1.51 2.34 .

R W £ 3 2.80 1.32 . 2,40, ™
1.60 2.49 - l.ags 2.1
1.91 2.65 - 146 T 2l28

A S T £ T Y

L 2.50 . 2,78 T 1.70  2.40

‘Catholics = . 2.28° . 2.8 . 1;66 :, z.az-"-l  L
‘Blacks . " 1.90 . 2.52 - 1l.se 200
‘Hispanics * © p2.01 .  2.54 | ,1.67" - ii1f.__' B
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f.ho.o sdmitted under the regular criteria. The numbers reported i

-

-+ mesans based on a numsrical scoring of letter grades ranging z:;n- O

L m—

-
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It s Muly clear f2om the Nmm import
Ln.e-d‘d.c performance . bomamuandotbcn 'ﬁ:nd.t.t:l.nc‘l:
soms attention because 1: offers gome indication of t.bcwcy in w!u.
mhmsmuwhom?rtomtmmly.4 As evidenc
- mmwmwsm.ﬂaqu&mzm:mot
Mumzmmmmwmmmm
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T th.pctomofdropouu. mmmmm-zu

eo—:nity cou.q.c every othn.tc group had ccq:il.d a. mean qr.d- ¥
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m. u:ﬂ. hoaco 1 7] ia-u-iou status, :.bua to ethnicity. uﬂm betwesan

nwurqndop-um-um uudoau t:o-thoamcmmqroupmm:uxyu
jfmnoxawtm.mhrmtdutwmom;cw&m:hoa- ‘
ue-pq of admissions status. Indeed, using these u:::r as its msdsure,, ethnic

vcuti.oudmaot-o-vuvm. few differences among groups in any - '
category of admissions -ummm'm.moc-m:. vhich 18
oqu.'l.n.‘l.dat to :b. difference ho?.on a’ letter. q:ndd and 1&'pli.n or m

m.lm :ho m .!!ocu of hiqn -chool average, or admissions -uen-. ¢
' " .
and tquuiu substantial. *mh!tminmmrmq@bo
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" many of the new students adm:.tted under the pol:.cy.- Wit‘n:.n th:.s context, dropout

.in. the sen:.or colleges. »‘ ’ |
. l:Lttle dlfference between them, except t‘nat lack regular commm:.ty college students.;-
were more l:.kely to drop out than thelr Cathol:.c peers Desp:.te th:Ls broad ethn:l.c

pattern, :.t is also :unportant to note the frequent absence of large or cons:.stent

J
[

d:.fferences between whltes and non-wh:.tes, especlally in- the comnmmty colleges

Thus, 1n 1972, wh:.tes and blacks appear rougqlr equal J.n rate of d.ropou . although

' some d:.fferences appear among re lar students when \the grade po:.nt averages of ,.'_
' dropouts are taken into oons:.der n.- - .' ‘ R o o

-

W:Lth regard to graduat:.on rates, the pattern of ethm.c d.:.fferences var:.es

"het.veen the sen:.or and commmlty colle‘gess In the sen:Lor colleges, a cons:l.stent P
w R “"'*’ : - “'.‘ : S 3

rank order is preeent for the 1970 and' 71 cohorts and for_ both_ regular and open

admlss:.ons students. 'rhe h:.ghest rate J.s shown by J’ew:Lsh students, followed :.n S
. de*endlng order by Cathola.cs, blakcs, and m.spam.cs. D:Liferences among ethn:l.c‘ '
. . B

o groups seem somewhat greater than d:.d d:.ffergces :Ln ‘Qropout rates, and ‘the - i ;'_'-. .

HIspam.c graduat:l.on rate is, :Ln most cases, sharply 10wer‘than those of the other ‘\2’-'

g_roups.' In the comunlty colleges the sharpest contrast appears between qute and

. . te., v ‘ L " . . . L M - .‘I“
‘. TN ‘s i 3. a e . S . N . . . . . [
N N - . - . - .
. © e . s




-293 . g
B non-white ethm.cs. “ Jews and Cathol:l.cs have very s;un:.lar graduatlon rates, and ) .

?_: successful students than do the populat:.ons from wh:.ch they ‘were drawn (see L B

T the Append:.x).:_ In the case of the 1971 t:ohort, the magn:.tude of the b:.as in

the sample :.s large enoug'h that we have chosen to om.t :Lt from the compar:.son B L
‘o natlo nal- data35 | o | |
Desp:.te t.he need for caut:l.on, ‘this compa.r:.son has a number of :Lnterest:.ng
aspec}:s gven alzi.ow:.ng for some b:Las in our, sanxples, graduat:.c:n ra.tes of regular ﬂ
.:"‘:.-’ “sen.tor corlege students after f:Lve years (:L e. » the graduatlon rates of the . _I-".,". ‘. . .' ,,
1970 cohort) a,re near ‘ar even above the natz.onal -graduatlon rate for every CUNY . ~

_ B - T ' \ *
. et.hn:l.c group except Hlspam.cs, whose graduatzon rate :.s well below the nat.lona.l

: rate. . Although .;.t may seem :Lnappropr:.ate to compare a natz.onal rate, measured

after four years, agalnst\\a CUNY rate, measured after ‘f:Lve, th:.s is :.n some ways.af
| the most appropr:.ate comparzson. Because CUNY students were so often reg:.stened
' for remed:.al work offer:.ng l:.ttle lar ‘no’ credJ.t and because so many of them had o

. 's ; \

to work wh.xle attendzng school, :Lt is not at all surpr:.s:.ng—-:.deed, :Lt :LS ‘to be

expeqted--that a substantlal pr\oporta.on of CUNY students requ:.red more than the .
trad:.tlonal four-year per:Lod to graduate. Thus, when the appropr:.ate nat:.onal )
‘ Ao wT ; .
rates are compared w:Lth four-year CUNY rates’ for regular semor oollege students '_.. .



1970 Cohort: .

.Catholic - = 47

‘Black:- . oL .32
spam.c 35

’1971 Cohort

Black -
H;Lspa.nic Lo 30,

::'Nat:.on’.al Data.  32  B




rncrease mch Q.fter :Eonr years, but our analysxs shows that the CUNI graduatz.on
' rate-chaqged snbstantially between tbe fourth and f:l.fth yeu.r 3

In l:.ght of th:l.s d:.scué:.on, CUN! open admzss:.ons students in the sen.'n.or
> Ileqes appear rather successﬁzrl by the measure of t.be:.rpeers nationw_fde.

Even aJJ.owing £qr sampl:.ng b:Las, the gradvut:.on rat&s_ of Jews and Cathollics

R ﬁ,b 2

are higher than the natz.onal ate, .and the. graduat:.on rate of blacks :.s near el

.dn.ly the Bz.spam.c graduat:.on rate is: clearly below :..t. _ As in the oase

Ithe. nat:.onal rate in the :»s:.xt.h and suhsequent ye{rs. q -

N R ‘rhese c%nsxderat:.ons also shed some~ l:.ght on* the graduat:.on rates
v 'Bis;r:am.cs. '.I:hey are the one group whose\rl}oord-clearl‘y' falls below the natzona‘l ‘
f:l.gures. ' Bowéver, ahbut a’ f:.fth of mspam.c sem.or college students rema:med
i.n school after\ f:l.ve years, suggest:.ng that the:.r low graduat:.on rates are .
attr:.butable not only to academ.c fa:.lure and dJ.scou:agement but a.lso to slaw-

-

._'.ness of progress toward a degree Part of the:.r slowness may be attr:.buted

o .to the fact that Engllsh is not the:.r nat:.ve la.‘age.: In add:.t:.on s:ane most

".{vh:.ch :Ls their homeland : 1t is poss:.ble that the:.r school careers are slowed |

\
4 . -

s ftep by :.nterruptio\ns arzsxng from returns to the Island I (‘ o

e
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Compar:r.son of C:UNY commm.ty college students gth the:.r nat:tonal counter- |

g ™. .‘_: p
“‘» 'parts reveals a. number of str:Jung f:.nd:.ngs._ To beg:.n. with, graduat:.on rates for e

by the CUNY gradt:?at:l.on ratq:s/of Jews .and

l

ites in 19;2. Alt.hongh the 9\:aduat:.on rates of

.ﬂ. T~ : ‘.

b@cks a.nd m.span:Lcs :.n these cohorts are probably below the nattonal rates

O na.t:.ona.l rates are more than cormter—balanced by the most smkf.ng . (R
the CUN! s;tuat:.qm - thegextent to wh:.ch students were st:.ll enrolled o ' .

ﬂonr and f:.ve years after mtr&cnlat.lon. .- Nat:.onally,* there were few such S e

.__ . . .

students less tha:n 3% overall Thus, thé nat:.onal graduat:.on rate conld -"'%.‘;-*. -

c%m.nge only ms:.gmficantly :u:r the flfth and subsequent years‘; But :.n every

compar:.son. :. e, for each ethnlc group and :Ln each eohort, a greater percentage 3

Co X - ".»
. of stndents was reta:..ned at CUNY tha.n was true nat:.onally.,often, the d:.fference _,;1:1
. J.s!eonsiderable- I't appea.rs that the ult:.mate natlonal gradnat:l.on rate from S e '

R commm.ty colleges is- certa:.n to ve been ecl:.psed .by the ultmte graduat:.on

% rate of each CUNY ethm.c group, H;spam.cs :anluded..._ _ ‘ S ‘ BRI

In sum, CUN! students in the eta of open adm:.ss:.ons generally d:.d well by

ooupar:.son to.a ?l(t:.onal ya.rdstlck e & to ‘pational’ norms, and allow:Lng o

£or the:.r somewhat slower progress toward a degree, CUNY semor eollege open

.

admiss:.ons students compared favorably w:.th the:.r nata.onal peers and, with

t.he 1mportant -except:l.on of H:.spamcs, regular students in’ CUNY s sem.or colleges R

were nearly on a par w:.th them. In CUNY S connmmty colleges, both open _ |

' adm1s510ns and regular students d:.d well by compar:.son w:.th communz.ty college

R

'Y
.



' S \natlonw:.de. A Bowever, open adm.ssxocns clearly d;:.d not eraﬁ:.cate

»\_,_

ethnic’ d;fferences 1n educat:.onal atta::.nment. Even when h:.gh school performance

educatiOn S most amb:.t:n.ous effort to prov:.de equal:.ty of educatzonal omortunity. - :
Ara.s:.ng :Ln large measure from the demands of educata.onally ’fa:,sadvam:aged ethnic '-,: f"‘"‘;:

..'
-

groups, J.t prov:l.ded access to college for many who prevzously would have had m

chanceatall,andsenouseffortsweremade’toa:.dthe;newstudents:.nthe:l.r

: ‘ car‘ers at CUNY ) Enough t:une has now passed so that we n'hy begin addressing the

a2 Il

que‘st.:.on.. Has open adm.ss:.ons worked? leen’the central ro’le of ethm.crty in . - ~

;\

the on.g:.nal concept:l.on of thHe’ pol:.cy, that’ questlon cannot be cons:.dered w:.th-

‘out also cons:.der:.ng another. pid the pol:.cy work better for some groups than
for others? T i S _r: . . S . . .

W:.thout questa.on, many who otherw:.se would not have gone to college. went to:

i CUNY as open adm.ssions students. In the progzam s f:.rst year over half the blacks
= . and. more than a th:.rd of the Hispam.cs would not have qualified for any level of CUNY ‘
hy the trad:.t:nonal adm.ss:.ons standards and these fracta.ons ‘do not :.nclude those S
| students who possessed the traaz.t;.onal acadenu.c crlter:.a but came to coIlege only
because open ad:n1551ons encouraged them “to bel:.eve that CUNY was open to them.' Of_ ll -

's : course, the open adm:l.ss:.ons pol:.cy was. des:.gned to brz.ng about just such results, but




EY ¢ aﬁw T ""

.z _v_,_m s

l‘lot;‘ohly wes access to cmu lncreased absolntely,

:Lt overm snbsequently._. 'me CUNY s:.tm.t:l.on does not. therefore, providesuppou:-t
: l.

8 for those who have a.sserted"that :.nereased a.ccess to hzgher mcation is offset by

int:reas:!.ng intetnal- stratlflcat&on of the.system‘m ‘ , W—M h f“;_‘ *M R

o COnﬂdetingtheactualachlevementsofopfnadmiss;onssmdentsA '
qthronghont the:.r_cm careers, tbey appear to have done woll relat:.ve to natmonil%
‘ ya:dst:.cks for ar . Vut and graduatlon tes By these standards, open adm.ss:.ons
‘:} cmt! was no‘\revolvxng door. Not only 1id thonsands -of studaents em:er college a8 . '3 :
o result, but thonsands a.lso oraduated a5 an m;e, of those open admiss:.ons - 4

‘stodents who enrolled a.t CUNY J.n 1970 appro:dmtely one-q;uarter or mg‘hly 3’500 :

‘\s‘tudents, had gra.duated w:.th some degree :by 1975 And @ a.ddit:.onal 1.300, 01‘ about
m, were st:.ll workiﬁg toward a degree. o e P ’/ Coiale "", .
. ‘l ' ; ' ) o . ’ ! - -

Nevertbeless, a snnple yes. or no answer to the question of whether open

admzss:.ons worked :.s not poss:.ble, for i : "ty rema:.nea at CUNY :Ln thezera of open o

uhissions Even though g:.ant " sty des were“made toward the ethnic :Lntegatlon of the
. ‘7__ -
Um.versxty, some :.nequa.l:.tzes rema:.ned in the distrihution of minorzty students -
< - -
across levels. s:.x years e.éter open. adm.sszons began black and H:.spanic students
R ‘
. were st:.ll more lJ.kely--a.lbe:Lt only. sl:.ghtly-—to be found :Ln the commz.‘ty colleges,
. - ’ . -
o and nu.nor.:.ty students at" the sem. college level were d:.st:l.nctly Iess likely to be o
‘ " .,
- 'f’ound in the--el:.te schools. True, our. analyses have demonstrated/ that ‘these remamlng ;
. L e . : T b //
/- ]
'/.
r) ) -"/ ] -
) - 47 R ' ) // ':. -
. : . / .



e ‘ : S :
;_mwmefmeumofsmﬁentpreferemestmnﬂ:emofm ;
-‘ 7 procedn:’ Butth:sepreferences are,}toalarge degree outoanesofthe

cunnlat:.ve ot of past :.nequal:.tles, qu:.te poss:l.bly J.nclud:.ng the pr:.or traclu.ng i
' q; students And what hqlds tzue for enrollment at d:Lfferent 1evels o&@e Um.ver- ’ .

M-_s -
. . . Ceee Lot Larm g ;.,. o u A ;‘, -_“, e TE i fegrm

hat "h*te smdemtm mrm"ely admtaged in C‘m under@en

Ipportan%, student Qerfomance at CUNY, whether measured in grades dropout or AR S
graduation.. 1s pred:.cted rather well by h:.gh school perﬁormanoe Although th:s 'Q

relat:.onsth is qu:.te unsurpr:.s:.ng, it hes :.mportant :.mh.cations for ethm.c :.n— e

/"m..‘

f equa.l:.ty in the CUNY ‘context. 'l‘hus. reg;ular students generally outperformed open o
' adm.ss:.ons sn:dents, and wh:.tes ‘were more h.kely ‘than non-uh:.tes to be regular T ’%‘N

e

L student_s. 3 G:l.ven these facts, wh:.tes pred:.ctably outperformed blac:ks aﬁn& ﬁspam.cs, _

.

'. ""over'ail And there are even ethn:.c d:.fferences among the most strateg:.c group, qpen
adnussz.ons students. wh:.le- these d:.fferences are often small and somet:unes :.ncon-

- v :
_' s:l.stent, wh:l.te open admss;.ons students were better off, broadly spea.k:.ng, than non-
o whites :Ln grades, dropout and graduat::.on. . And the cumnat.:.ve mpact of these -

d:.fferences is mnch larger than any s:.pgle one of them. .. o , .

‘I‘he paradox of open adm.ss:.ons is one that it probably shares w1th many other

- . -
Y

' meh.orat:.ve reforms Whn.le benefzts do flow to those :Lntended to rece:l.ve them, thfy

. R -

'€ ‘
also flow ung.ntent:\.onally to others‘ and often the latter, possess:mg ‘more resources

-

than the former, ‘are. better ‘able to take advantage of the new opportum.t:.es. without

questlon every ethm.c group benef:Ltted ‘from, open adm.ssz.ons. The benef:.ts to b]:acks

.

’ and H:Lspam.cs were’ substant;al, a.nd CUNY changed appreea.ably (e.g., in’ et.hn:.c :.nte— '

-

_ gra.t:.on) as a result. But the beneflts to th.tes, both Jews and Cathollcs ,' were even

2 . - - . s

more substant:.al:.nsome ways.‘ R T ) - S
‘ Q )" LT : _ S -
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onsegquences of open s -  wWe mast address directly. .
o e i armen ./’- - ) : : )

y CUNY faculty feared 7s wouidfhagégg;j;vehethbﬁgh:"eff__u 
fany clear evzdence on'thzs_poznt- llthongh an early M“;f -
mortfgropen amnghothﬁcﬂtyandm -

at addit;onal facnl . exposure 'not.only,ro qpen~ad-

Qnéntﬂeffectsdof’ di New !erk c;ty'fiscal crisas, ;ed.to ; ig¢

-
D AL L il

e .‘Q.
l

ced.” It f:.s q;uesuonable whether the xch : ts of

. - ~

tr:.:buted/very cleaz’ly to ‘t:he qua.].:i.ty of the :Eaculty- L ._ o

.f‘

‘1ux of poorly prepared and cnlturally forezgn stndents,
3 facul,ty would f:r_nd the changed s:.tuat:.on very threate:n-— -_-

3 status Wlthout-dismlssing'the valldlty of the standards

1’
-

rversy appe.ars u.nderstandable in t:hese tems T -
L -

T2 bver standards whether real::.St.:l.c ox not, mY'haVe had ,I_'.

/
. : L}

»?ple bel:.eve that standards have decl:.ned,_ then they are

a CUNY degree, is "wo:r:th" 1ess-. - Such bel:.efs may have'
.*\‘.—/ - : : o . o . . ) -
> | - | |

.-




,:"isnocvidenoetoa:uonnstodeterxnnewheﬂ&thzshashappened l‘heoccupe-

tionel destinationséof cuu! graduates :.s a top:Lc needing systenatic res&ch 39:

ﬁaally, no discussion of open adn:.ss:.ons a.nd the fate of e hnd groups is

- ey -

ecuplete without allusion to tbe fiscal cr:.s:Ls of New Y‘ork ﬂmuver*i:he degreef ~
\%,, . ’.-1.'-:&

ofoontrovmyovertbemsibilityofopimadm.ssiong tbefiscaled.sisw

M‘np-- ﬁ-«a ,,.\-@.,‘_ NPT ,.’*

tianably intens:.fied it Indeed. in late 1975 the CUN! Board of Higher Edncation e

c-

apytoved ruolntions which would have ‘gone a long way‘ t.aua.rd dimntl:.ng the P "

s st ..,.«..._

wtize:tructure of open adm.ss:.ons. wh:n.le these drun:.c ruolut.i:ons ve::e 1ater

resc;adod open adm.ss:.ons has been cha.nged‘by the gﬁolitiea.l heat of the fzsca.l EER

g !hisedncatiomlexpermtnolonge:e:d.stsintbepreciseformvehave

descr:.bed Somechangeshavebeenmede:.nthefomlstructureoftheprogm. B
?orexup]ae, thecriter:aforaMssiontoaeem.qreollegearenovsonewhetm

seIect:l.ve. Before, students needed an 80 average or ra.nk in the top SOt to

qua.lify nw, rankmthetop35tisrequ:.red.»3utmchmore:.mportantarethe
ways in wluch the shr:.n]ung fmnca.al resources of ‘the Umvers:l.ty have affected

the implementatzon’ and work:.ngs of the program. ‘.l‘he :.nyact of faculty ret:rench—

3

nent has hit hardest at those staff provid:.ng t,he rmdxal and ccnmseling support

ser\[:.ees 80 important to the open adm:Lss1ons effort. And cruc:.ally, free tl.u.tn.on

has been abol:.shed w:.th consequences made more dire by t.he mfomt.:.on gap

: result:r.ng from the retrenchment of h:.gh school gu:.dance oounselors.‘, All of
these events have colnba.ned % create a w:.despread public pereeption that open

adniss;ons is’ over. : The res&t has been grea.tly decrea.sed enrollment among o S

mgroups-. V- . ,. " /.". ‘.'.v' ‘-_‘ _.. . . ' ‘
S The future of _open adm:.ss:.ons--whether it w111 suffer from. further cut

backs--rema:.ns clouded by uncerta:.n*es regard:.ng CUNY s future base’ of fJ,scal

L : : . . P . . .
- . . . . . ; . t- h

\)‘ . ‘v.. o . - >:~ ) . L. - v‘..' .
| | ' . . DO ‘> o . . . . . ) .'.‘ ".' )
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': eo.ueg-n. Itisclea: thatthe:em:a:ge"wne;n

ethnic diﬁmes and that pattern is ccnsistent across the three sénples. . f",- »'

. . PR ’,‘ o ] . .
,even thongh t.beir bines 1ie in diffu:ent directions '_ ‘ o _.', W
L Since nost- of our tables involve a control for 1eve1 of col.‘l.eg? add:.t;,m_],

ea:parisons between the' san;ples 'a.nd poPulat:.ons a.re best done wit.h such -a el

| ( '..
. eontrbl, and the data for t&se compar;sons a.re also presented in. '.l‘able A, T

.
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mhetterthanthatfortbepopmtimuavhole. _'n:atpo-nibj.li‘.qis

MM by coupa.ring saq:les and popula.ti.ons in terms of j.mx-nnt B

pc:femancemiables. T : ; f_' L

' megf tbese concerns ‘mobility fron comu!xity to senior eolloges As - _. g %
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hble A sbaws, there is close correspondence fl?r all three cohorts bemen R
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T et b.t:u..:n -anplc a.nd populat.ton values amo:ig

s Lurg.‘t dﬂm-nc. occurs fox- scnior coll.ge cp-
o 1971 cohort, wh-z-. the p.rt‘omnc. of the s-.mp:l.c
“.- o:!’ <the popu.:l.ation- . Ano:ng' d:opout: .@E there are sSo
- a.:.tz.z-ué-s -spcc:l.a:u.y among the 1971 freshmen.
:-'fi‘!’* g.n.:a.].ly g ") b:I.t 1o~rer t.han t.hoae :Ln t.he sam;:las,

‘.-

which d.ropouts" transferred to :Lnstit:uf_i.ons out

boen :I.m tha.’n the san@&e data :Lnlply-

-Grad'uation and dropout z:a.t:es are- ta!o f_u:r:thc
ourxr analyses-,- Wz.th regar@ﬁ gradu

Tabla 11 :ihow -ode.rat.e and cons.x,?tent dift'.rences

* ﬁor the 1970_ and ,1972 cot:o:r:ts the sanple gra.du
! R

'much a.s :Eiv‘e. percen.:l:age po;nts--f_ ?oz- 1:he 1971 cc:

*,

% -sa.gle isr g:reat:er than for the crcher cohorts, a5
’ o 5N -

Wzth regard t.o drppout rates, the sa:n

-

f
are 1ower t.han for the

: ies arﬂla.rgest for t‘l:ne 19‘71 cohort- The

- 3 i .a...,..

patte:r:ns t.‘h_'l.n onr sa:m;:les but aJ.so conpaxisons

- - -

- ':—-"- =

cussa.oh. cf dropm:t and gradt*:.on ra:bes

‘ 0ve:r:a_1.}_ tl:fese conlparistnzs sf:i;‘g;r a close cox

"







MM thtt 20: t.bo cormfooﬂ.lnq popul&t:l.m, we do not find qroundi M

cim ooncom:l.ng thc ‘contlusions wo dr.aw !:ou the nnplu. "
a - : ® . .
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Pacylty Research Award Progranm, the Center for Advanced =
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, Edgar Borgatta, John Goering, Barry Kaufman, Joseph Kahl,
Joz&o mabol. J. Joseph mngp Rolf Meyersohn, suphon suinbo:g and Mary Blinboth .
!’qylo:. T /

1. Smolvnowlu and Herbert Gintis, Schooling in CaLtllilt America (New Yo:)u Basic -
-Books, 1976). Other significant work is illustrated by the following: _‘
- Jerome Karabel, "Community Colle and Social Stratitication, Harvard
Educational Review, 1972, 42, pp. S4~562; Murray Mlner, The Illusion of .
Equality, (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1972); Ellen Trimberger, Open Admissions:
A New Form of Tracking?®, Insurgent Sociologist, 1973, 4, pp. 29-43. Concern, withii
opportynity for higher education is, of course, not . ted to critical theorists. -
- See for example, willim H. 5m11, "Inequality of' ty for Higher Educltion, ,
= O Anerican Sociologica.l Review, 1971, 36, pp. 793-8 N ’ o S o

2. "Iho trend and issues are considmd in Martin 'rzowr "Reffections on the h‘mition
from Mass to Universal.Higher Education,” Daedalus, Winter, 1970, pp.1-42; and
Universal .Higher Edugltion: Costs and Benefits (Waqhington, D.C.: Amsrican Council
on Bducation, 1971) e L .. —

.

| "‘3.'_ In 1971 a.nothe: four-year and another two-year oolloge bagan.

-

4. More detailed description of the California system is ‘presented in Abra.hm .hf.!e ‘
' ' - ‘and Waltéer Adams, "Two Models of Open Enrollment,” in Universal Higher: Education;
See also David Rosen, Seth Brunner, and Steve Fowler, Open Admissions: The Praniae
and the Lie of . .Open . Access to) American Higher Education, (Study Commission on:
.- Undergraduate Education and- the Education ©of Teachers, I.i.nooln: University of
'Neﬁras)ca, 1973). . U

5. For brohd reviews of the d.roi:out phenomeno:x. see Prank _Newman, et. al., -
__.M—pn—ﬂigher Education (Washington, D.C.: Depa.rtnent of Health, Education, .
and .WelfaYe: Office of Education, 1971); Robert G. Cope and William Hannah, . ..
g Revolving College Doors: The Causes and Consequences of iliropping Out, o
L Stopping Out -and Transferring .(New York: John Wiley and Sons,. 1975); Wil a.\n G. : :
Spady, "Dropouts from Higher Education: An Interdisciplinkry, Review and ‘Synthesis,”’, .
- Interchange, 1970, 1, pp. 64-85; Uincent/rinto, *Dropout from Higher Education: A
'meoretical SYm:hesis of Recent. Resoarch"‘ Review of aducational Research, 1975, =

Y
v L

i A SR 8 i LA it M“__ et . iz ilnt, it et AP AL B i T e

e -
L 6. In emba.rking on an .admi.ssions policy, the CUNY Boaxd stipulated tha.t every
\, college in the systilli should develop these, supportive’wervices, but the pa.rti.cu
LT --lar. style of their :mplementatiqn was.left to the discretion of the indiv!dual
vl colleges. There was considerable divegsity in program development) especially .
? " in the -crite:ia’ for placing students in ‘compensatory courses and . the extent to = = .3
- ‘which credit was carried by, these courses. There was alsc variation in'the ~ _.‘ -0
v counseling services. Initially, some colleges developed :an "outreach™. approach,
...~ while others adhered to the traditional "psychiatri¢" model. - 'Detailed descrip-
" v tion of the CUNY support services may be found in David E. Lavin, From Selective N
. To.Free "Access Higher Education: Institutional Responses. to Open Admissions’ At - R ’

"»' The City. University of New York (New York: City University of New’ York «

-H_T}"‘_"': &gep;embe: 1976, Eric Document mmber ED 129158). TR L

v ’
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shile there Ia cons:l.do:.b:l.c d“cr:l.pt.tv-
. rssearch analysis of their effectivenes
' T suggested that students who receivea &
- L Somie. collcqc. hawve conductad evaluatior
. 4 y ¥ aesearch design -and vie

.. the CUONY compensatory effort axe now be

" will bea reported in David-s- Eavin, Ric
- : Confiict and Oppoxrtuni An Analysis c
z; City University of New York (New Yorks:
E

e Tha 1970 survey was administered undex
-Education, and under the direction o!%g
qu.stionnair‘s ware developed and a
Foxr the mosSt Ppart th weax administere

. Ffreshmen courses, &S ial English cl
. e o have r.quir.d considerable administratci
L e e capacity Tto  dmplement any sampling proc
.Y L cehat, paradoxically, it would&ﬁe easiexr

: ) to all fnmeshmen. Of course, upny stude

- | sections where guestionnaires were not
reasons, not all colleges administerea

. man cobort the missing colleges are the

o -7 andtagstos Commuriity: 1971, City Colleg

. city €ollege, Brooklyn, John Jay, Hostc

) . Colliegs’ Discovery students arxe not incl

S . - disadvantage- Indeed,. to inclihde the

o would‘be inqurqpriate, since these spe

fFinancial stipends at a level not offex

- ' L The number of studéntb!in.the survey Sa
T - i1970,. 1.3,525; 1971, 8, 597- 1972, 13,133
o ) - percentages of each yearxr''s qntarlng col:

43% (1970) ; Zé~ {1971). ang 39%° (fb72)-

- D Because we-had only limlted control ove
:‘tionnaires,ﬁgﬁd becaus some colleges i
- f_'”m it is passible that e survey data con
EA S ‘and - lnterprethtions "In orderxr to asses
I, 'some deta;led ccmparisons of the sample
1~,»,the major wvaxr les measucred 1n.both--,
. . s fdetazl in the Appendix--.It is’ qpparent
‘ﬂ_a; - qPrqPOrtlons of academically able studgn
C e T S chese students was, in some respectsqﬁb
e L L i sRAonS . However,~1t 1sﬁzmportant Tto Mmoot
- LT of- the saqples is only very slight, and
' S chat findings f£from the samples are inva
- where we believe flndlngs needwquallflc
8.  In: readzng the tables we present fxrom t
-cthat they constiture only samples, albe
. the colleges represen:ed .3Axx each sample
S ';f' 1nter—cohortrcomparlsons, such as  trend
AT purque in asing all three cohorts E=n .o
e sions, not only by using aiz avallable
o . comsistency of ffatterns: across theg coho

E *-".;'&: i

i e




Lnaformation
is scanty- - - »

pAiation were 1-s’ .'l.ik-.‘l.y o drop out. _"
. but Py and large, these have -tazzoz.d -

!. mixed resalts. Detailed analvses of

1g <conducted by the authorxs. The results

i.rd. A. Silbersteain, and Richarxd D. Albla,

Q%__&_ﬁ iment at the o
Press, Preparation)- )

adh au.mie.s of the Amsxrican M on -

pacavdiier W. Asctin. The 1971 and 1972 _ -
rtered under the dAirection of "Xavin. "
either at registration orx: in required
¥ T T W Becaussa a saxprling design would
» effort at the campuses and theirxr -

-

lure s extremealy l1limited, we dAdescidea e
= f:.wt acministexring the qu“t.:i.onn.ire
= ] not r-a.pond. ox were Zx - -

Iministered. ' Moreover, forxr a aty oOrf

»» survey in each Yyaar .- For each fresh—

"o:l_:l.on-r.tng ASTO, )::Lagsborough -Commmuanity -
, Barach, Bjmtar,-and Brocaklyns 1972, -

S
LY .

Thhe sa.n@les repmant The :Eollonfing A
- = (exclx:ding special progz-a:n students) e
ea:ch yvyearx. aia not aua:n:_nister it at &1 A, ) .
yin biases mch might arfect tlie"r’esnlts T
this possih:.];:l.'t:y, we " have conducted: - s )
with the popul.a.t:.on.s, using seve:r:a.l oS S T
T-3-F - co:l:llpa.:r::.sons are descrilbedad in Some _
=: ""‘"“Eli' e that the Samples contain greatex-
> and "Tthat the academic Prerformance - ot | _
= LSthean forxr ﬂ:e corresponding' popula— ~ ;
th.a.‘t: in a.:lmst a2l cases, the sz:per:i.oz::i.t:y
A.. WNe will po:l.nt Jout ' howaever ,; J.nstanc*_ -
don becauuse of poss:l.ble sa::nsv;_:_ng b:.l.a.s - i

>y o merged f::le.s, - nn:.l.st o= remembered

.’ TLarge anes,  of three cohorts. . S:n_nce o 33-
ran YN smhat from. cohort > cohoxrt. - - I
nna.lyses, a.re tenuous- ) O:zr pr:..ma.ry . - )
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“9. Onr“‘miumm tha w of’ nltionlﬁty am v:lthin nuvtoul B
' , are duvt!:a analyses :anol.vinq data about ungugu spoken at homs ‘
£ the 1970 cohert). Sutp:umly over a quu'tor of the Jewish students

reported Yiddish was spoken at home, and over a fifth of the non-Hispanic
-Cathalics claimed Iuliw.mmmly, these language data do not identify all. .
lics of Italian background. ..But,
-since they do identify students from-families where, ethanic subcultures Arve
strong, it is reasonable to expect these students to be different from others in
families where only English is spoken at home, if nationality ‘differences ars.
important. But our analyses of a wide variegy of measures show students from &
Yiddish- or Italian-speaking families to be' ittle different from their corcliqion-
:ths, luqquting that nntimlity differences are wcak .
. I |
10. The nicpud.c category appears to be conpo:od luqo:lg of individuals of Puerto’
Rican origin or ancestry. In the 1971 cohort, £or.hxlnp10. whers. dnu about
parents' ities are available, 85% of those in the.Hispanic category indi-
cated’ fa rn in Puerto Rico. Since some of the 7% with mainland-born
fathers of Puerto Rican ancestry, it would seep that Puerto Ricpnl
composed about 908 of the !:Ltpa.nic catogo:y ‘dn 1971. -

1. After the 1§71 quutionnairo wu administered, eontrovorsy dmlopod :cg'a:dhg

the uso of the data on religion and national orig The result was the d*tion
from tha 1972 quegtionnaire of the rolwant e :I.t-n; -
- 3 .

l2. WQhave'borrowed thme—dcviwofmtmmcnmw Opcn _ :

v Amissions: A New FOIE of Tracking?" Howéver, we do not.fully agree with her -

. assignment of colleges. We have defined ] yn, City College, Hunter and =~ .
'Queens as the elite colleges and Baruch,; Jay, lLehman, Medgar Evers, and s
York am non-elite. It should be emphasiz@® that, although there may be such a
distinction between elite and non-elité colleges in the: .public perception, .

. the: distinction had no adninistrative 1egif_1.macy ‘within CUNY du:j’ the pc::i.od

- covered. by this resea¥ch,

13. Robext Birnbaum and J., Geldmn The Gtaduates A Follow-up Study of New York city -,
_gh School Graduates of .1970 (New York: Center for Social Rasearch-& Office for

Research in nigher Education, City Univezsity of New Xork, 1971), pp. 67-69.

14 ‘ Abraha.n Jaffe and Walter Adams , "‘Tuo Models of Open&nrollnent, P- 152. .

-

15. . The defmt:.on sgh“penefzcmxes of open adnissions is st:ra.ightfomrd .In _ ‘
e s sen.ior college ey consist of all students who enrolled with high school~

rages of less than "80. In community colleges they consist of those with - .

_ rages of lass than 75. " In the- ensuing discussion and tables, all others
! are designated as "regular® students, i.e., those who would have qualiﬁ.ed _
for CUNY without open admissions. _ _\ s
- For these analyses, we use the samples of the ﬁ.rst three enter:.ng cohorts . L 3%2

' since the ethnic census does not. record ﬂ:e st;udents "high school ,avetnqes.‘
16. It should be noted howevez, that the ferences bet:ween uh:.tes -and non-whites
' - ‘may be exagqerated in the sanples, since these ,l.ack special program students, who
.were more. smor than commmty .college or:.ented‘., tWe have made -an a.tteupt to i
4o adjdst the: suples for the omission of special prograt students, ps:l.ng the kno\qn
__-_’usmumofthelatterMngthattheyarephcedatthelmlthey i
- prefer: Although the adjusted differehces “in preference between minority-and
.wh.’Lte stodents are scmwhat smaller t.han the aw differences in the . ‘samples, -
are still _ : : L - . e

\)‘ B
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’ : o! tho m proeon :l.l buoa w a umwa

m;mm ml.m mch ot the. uuum-. pra.u:uy atibo olm

. ine Pexrsell, Education and (néws .
" York: The: Frek Press, 1977), especially pp. 85-89.. See also Jamps E. m—.

. . + The Hidden Curriculum of Eigh School (lllv Yorki . = gy -
John hy and m. 1976). A . Sy
| ’ IR g«" R "‘," T

. S
. '«E

'.i!. m-ma.xnmmwu. Adan-, wach
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